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ABSTRACT 

A 25-item questionnaire was administered to 100 
graduate students attending the 1971 spring session at the University 
of Nebraska. The survey participants represent six major departments 
which grant graduate degrees in education. Respondents were asked to 
indicate degree of agreement or disagreement with each of the 25 
statements on a five- point scale. Information was also collected on 
variables such as sex, age, educational degree, marital status, 
religion, children, parent’s occupation, and teaching background. 
Results for the total group and the various subgroups identified are 
analyzed with reference to the following four questions: 1) is drug 
use and abuse a problem in the elementary and secondary public 
schools? 2 ) What kind of student is involved in drug use and abuse in 
the elementary and secondary public schools? 3) What factors have 
influenced the student to engage in drug use and abuse in the 
elementary and secondary public schools? 4) What can be done to solve 
the problem oi drug use and abuse in the elementary and secondary 
schools? ^Appendixes contain a copy of the questionnaire and tables 
of responses to each item. > (RT) 
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INTRODUCTION 



Alienation, frustration, and deep discontent xxith conteinporary 
living patterns are characteristic of our school age youth today, liany 
young people in turn, have looked to drugs as a way to alleviate these 
physiological, psychological, and social discomforts. The widespread 
use and abuse of drugs in our elementary and secondary schools have 
forced educators to recognize the necessity of action but have found 
them confused and ill-prepared as to hox-j to confront and subdue the drug 
problem. Propaganda, sensationalism, and distortion have been utilized 
as educational weapons to combat the problem but have proved ineffective 
and undesirable. Students encountering such instruction in drug educa- 
tion have only issued rebuttals demanding relevancy, factuality, and 
trutlifulness. Increasingly, educators are being called upon to play 
nevj roles in the area of drug education which includes a goal to help 
prepare young people to mature successfully in olir highly compleoc culture 
Educators currently enrolled in graduate education are seelcLng those 
answers in an atteii^t to prepare for this new role. Hence, one area of 
research focus must include this particular type of educator who has or 
who is involved xrith youth on a daily and personal basis. If the re- 
searcher can probe the minds of these potential curriculum change-agents, 
new understandings, attitudes and solutions can be formulated to aid in 
the drug instructional process. 
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The primary purpose of this study then vras to assess the perceptions 
and attitudes of graduate students toward drug use and abuse in elementary 
and secondary public schools. More specifically, the follomng questions 
were posed: 

1. Is drug use and abuse a problem in the elementary and secondaiy 
public schools? 

2. %at kind of student is involved in drug use and abuse in the 
elementary and secondary public schools? 

3. VJhat factors have influenced the student to engage in drug use 
and abuse in the elementary and secondary public schools? 

i;* What can be done to solve the problem of drug use and abuse in 
the elementary and secondary public schools? 



Definition of Terns 

Drug use: To practice or consuni regularly opium and derivatives; 

coca leaves and derivatives; synthetic narcotics; marijuana 
and derivatives; and other numerous conipouhds considered 
the same In nature 

Drug abuse: To practice or consume in excess regularly opium and 
derivatives; coca leaves and derivatives; synthetic 
narcotics; marijuana and derivatives; and other numerous 
compounds considered the same in nature 
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RESEARCH DESIGN 

The initial step in this study was made by surveying the current 
literature on drug use and abuse » From this mass of information, ivienty- 
five statements were formulated that reflected critical areas of concern 
on drug use and abuse in the elementary and secondary schools (See i^pen- 
d.xx a). The questionnaire was then disti’ibuted to tx%^enty graduate students 
in the Secondary Education Department at the University of Nebraska x-ath 
instructions to critique and categorize the tv/enty-five statements under 
five broad questions (See Appendix B), This was done to insure validity 
of the or*iginal questions posed for the study. Written and verbal suggest- 
ions concerning the personal data sheet and questionnaire were then used 
in the study. To insiire validity, the instrument was pre-tested x-rith ttro 
History and Philosophy of Education courses taught by Dr. Keith W, Pritchard. 
Again verbal suggestions from Dr. Pritchard and xiritten criticisms by the 
students were utilized e!!'’’" " ' iguous and non— di^scriiiij-nauing stx.^.e- 

ments. 

The sample cf the study consisted of one hundred graduate studentr 
attendj.ng the spring session of 1971 at the University of Nebraska. The 
participants of the survey represented six major departments vJhich grant 
post-graduate degrees in education. The First Semester 1970—71 Graduate 
College R^ sttration Bulletin was utilized to compute the representatiro 
percentage from each major dep^ntment. This percent xi-as then designated 
as the number of graduate students to be selected for the study (See 
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Appendobu G)« Eight classes vrere selected from the Second. Semester! Schedtile 
of Glasses vihich represented each of the major departments to be surveyed* 
One-hundred and fifj^ questionnaires vrere administered idiile fifty question- 
naires were invalidated or randomly sorted out because of incor5)lete, or 

I 

unneeded inform<a.tion. 

To insure the validity of cross sample comparisons, each graduate 
student vras asked to categorize his person on variables which might have 
an influence on his attitude and perception of drug use and abuse in 
elementary and secondary public schocls. Such variables included xirere 
sex, age, educational degree, marital status, religion, children, parent’s 
occupation, and teaching background. 

The questionnaire itself contained xoritten instructions on how to 
respond to personal data variables and statements of opinion* No attengit 
was made to give any factual information to the participants; hence, each 
rc ended to the extent of his own personal knowledge and personal opinion. 
The instmment (See Appendix D) xcas based on a five point attitude scale 
xdiich ranged from coI) 5 ^ 1 ete agreement (one) to complete disagreement (fiveO. 
Three indicated neutral, undecided, or no opinion, TabxfLated response, 
percentages, and mean score were compvited from the instrument. The reader 
should interpret the mean score as follows: 1,00 to 2,^0 \<reve classified 

as agreement; 2*60 to 3*50 were classified as neutral; 3*60 bo 5*00 x-rere 
classified as disagreement. However, close examiniation of tabulation 
and percentage should be made to determine agreement, disagreement or 
neutral feelings by the respondent* Those tabulations and peroentageis 
found therein are self— esqjlanatory* 
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MALYSIS OF DATA 

The personal data graph shows the vital statistics of each participant 
surveyed. The reader TfJill note the almost equal nvimbers of males and 
females found in graduaf.e school. Nearly two-thirds attending graduate 
school were beloxj the age of thirty and an equal amount vrere working 
towards a master’s degree. An oven'/helming percentage indicated their 
religious preference to be protestant. Pour-fifths of the respondents 
were married and nearly one-half of the respondents indicated that they 
had no children. Respondents indicated that one-third to one-half of 
their fathers and mothers were largely engaged in unskilled occupations 
■with fewer numbers being in skilled or professional occupations. Nearly 
tx^o-thirds indicated they were or had been employed by Glass A school 
systems x^th the smallest nximbei- of participan'bs being employed by Class C 
school S 7 /stems* A considerable percentage of the participants indicated 
that they were teachers x-rith a much smaller percentage indicating other 
occupational responsibilities xfithin the school. Over one-half of the 
respondents indicated that their experience was less than four x^iears and 
txventy percent indicated they had been employed more than ten years in 
the public school systems. 

The tabxxLation in Table I shoxirs the opinions of the total group 
surveyed. More than one-half of the participants disagreed 'that tobacco 
abuse is more serious than drug abuse even though a mean score of 3«37 
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O 25 50 75 100 



SEX: 



ma le 
fema le 




57 

43 




27 

33 

7 

11 

21 

1 



64 

36 



64 

36 

27 
20 
16 

28 
2 
7 
O 



1 

11 

74 

5 

5 

4 



14 

82 

2 

1 

1 
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PERSONAL DATA CHART 
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O 



25 50 75 100 



NUMBER OF none 

CHILDREN ; one 

two 

three 

four 

five or over 
no response 



FATHER’S skilled 

OCCUPATION: unskilled 

professions 1 

deceased, retired 
or no response 



MOTHER’S skilled 

OCCUPATION: unskilled 

professions 1 

deceased, retired 
or no response 



CLASS SIZE 
ACCORDING TO 
POPULATION: 



TEACHING teacher 

POSITION: admin 

counselor 

other 
no response 

TEACHING O 

EXPERIENCE: i_2 

3-4 
5-6 
7-8 
9-10 
over 10 
no response 



A 

B 

C 

D 
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was recorded. The sarrole reflected high agreement that drug use and 
abuse is more prevalent in secondary public schools in comparison to 
elementary public schools. Undecidedness describes the feeling of the 
group toward the statement that drug abuse in secondary and elementary 
schools is relatively low as compared to college and universities in 
the United States. 

Interestingly, the participants reflected considerable undecideri- 
ness about drug use and abuse being more likely among tdiites than blacks 
as was also noted in the statement about drug use and abuse mor likely 
among boys than girls. Hi^ disagreement was indicated vrith the state- 
ment that drug use and abuse :is^;piimarily a problem mth the below aver- 
age student. 

Large agreement was recorded tjith regard to the statement that 
experimentation is the single most important factor leading to drug 
use and abuse. Rebellion against parents and society and easy access 
to drugs were ranked next in order of importance. 

The sarr^le rejected the notion that student and community involve- 
ment would not be necessary for successftO. drug education programs. More 
than one-half of the participants disagreed vrith the statement that the 
absence of drug education programs does not represent a void in the 
educational curriculm. 



TABLE I 



Total Group Response*^?- 



1. Tobacco vs .Bmg use 

2. Drug Education: Void 

3. Sec vs El 
II., Boy vs Girl 

Community Involvement 
6« Below average Student 
7« Experimentation 

8, Student Involvement 

9. Easy Access 

10, Rebellion 

11, viihite vs Black 

12, Sec & El vs Col & Uni 



Responses tiean 

12 3 h ^ 



TT" 


21 


13 


30 


25 


3:37 


7 


23 


16 


26 


27 


3.43 


6o 


31 


5 


4 


0 


1.51 


8 


33 


32 


23 


3 


2.80 


0 


7 


6 


26 


61 


4.41 


4 


7 


5 


37 


47 


4.16 


16 


54 


9 


14 


6 


2.39 


2 


11 


7 


30 


50 


4.15 


11 


37 


13 


35 


4 


2.84 


4 


48 


21 


25 


2 


2.73 


3 


10 


45 


31 


11 


3.37 


4 


32 


27 


29 


8 


3.05 



Percent 



SA 


A 


u 


D 


11.0 


ZL.O 


13.0 


30.0 


7.0 


23.3 


16.2 


26.3 


60.0 


33 . .0 


5.0 


4.0 


8.1 


33.3 


32.3 


23.2 


0.0 


7.0 


6.0 


26.0 


4.0 


7.0 


5.0 


37.0 


16.2 


54.6 


9.1 


14.1 


2.0 


11.0 


7.0 


30.0 


11.0 


37.0 


13.0 


35.0 


4.0 


48.0 


21.0 


25.0 


3.0 


10.0 


45.0 


31.0 


4.0 


32.0 


27.0 


29.0 



•wSome items do not total 100 since some participants did not respond. 



The data in Table II records the mean scores of the male and female 
response. Close comparison shows little variation in opinion betvreen 
male and female respondents. However, males had a tendency to disagree 
more than females that drug use and abuse is primarily a problem with 
the below average student and that student involvement may not be nec- 
essary. Tlie high degree of undecidedness is of general interest in the 
female population concerning drug use and abuse more likely found among 
whites than blacks. (See Appendix E: Tables E-I and EhII for detajl.ed 

comparison of the genders.) 
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SD 

27.3 

0.0 

3.1 

61.0 

47.0 
6,0 

50.0 

4.0 

2.0 
11.0 

8.0 



TABLE II 



Male and Female Group Response 



1. Tobacco vs Drug use 

2, Drug Bducation: Void 
3« Sec vs El 

Uo Boy vs Girl 

Coramixnity Involvement 
6* Below average Student 

7. Experimentation 

8. Student Involvement 
9 » Easy Access 

10. Rebellion 

11. i^ite vs Black 

12. Sec & El vs Col 3: Uni 



Male Female 



3.U0 


3.18 


3.67 


3.18 


1.59 


1.55 


2.96 


2.91 


h.ks 


U.30 


a.56 


I4.OO 


2.59 


2.I42 


it.52 


I4.O6 


2.93 


3.00 


3.014 


2.6h 


3.11 


3.33 


3.26 


2.88 



Age differential shown in Table III produced some significant 
variation in attitude and perception toward drug use and abuse. It 
would appear that the educator between 20 and 2 ^ and those over I;0 
have formulated the firmest opinions among all groups responding. It 
was surprising to note the disagreeing tendency by age group 20-2^ 
regarding the incidence of drug use among students in secondary and 
elementary being relatively low in comparison to other colleges and 
universities in the United States. Age group 20-25 also vocalized strong 
disagreement that a drug education program can be successful without 
student involvement and that the absence of a drug education program does 
not necessarily respresent a void in the educational curriculum. The 
age group 36-14,0 lodged high disagreement i-rith the statement that con- 
tinuous community involvement may not be necessary idaen implementing 
a drug education program. Those over Uo exhibited the strongest agreement 
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of 1 ago gfoups reporting ■bh.at experiitient.a'bion and easy access are 
important reasons for drug use and abuse. (See J5ppendix E: Tables 



S-III, E-T7, E-V, E-Vi, and E~ViI for greater explanation and descrip' 
tion of tabulations and percentages.) 



TAEXjE iJLjL 
Age Group Response 



1. Tobacco vs Drug use 

2. Drug Education: Void 

3. Sec vs El 
U. ®oy vs Girl 

Community Involvement 

6, Below average Student 

7 , Experimentation 

8, Student Involvement 

9, Easy Access 

10. Rebellion 

11. v^ite vs Black 

12. Sec & El vs Gol & Uni 



20-20 

Mean 

3.67 

lo59 

2.96 

U.1+8 

U.56 

2.09 

ii.^2 

2.93 

3.0U 

3.11 

3.26 



26-30 

Mean 

37lB" 

3.18 

1.55 

2.91 

U.30 

U.OO 

2.U2 

U.06 

3.00 

2.6h 

3.33 

2;88' 



31-35 

Mean 

3i'iir 

3.U3 

1.U3 

2.71 

U.lii 

U.29 

2 . 11 ; 

3e29 

3.1ii 

2.57 

3.57 
2.71 



36-I;0 


Over 


Mean 


Mean 


3.91 


3.i;3 


3.18 


3.60 


1.55 


1.48 


3.00 . 


2.i;0 


i;.73 


U.38 


it.OO 


3.91 


2.55 


2.00 


h.it6 


3.91 


2.73 


2.38 


2.36 


2.67 


3.U6 


3.6? 


3.09 


3»10 



The tabulation in Table IV projects the opinions (mean scores) of 
master and doctor^ candidates. A comparison of mean scores shox^s doc- 
toral candidates having a tendency to agree more than do master's candid- 
ates that the incidence of drug abuse in secondary and elementary students 
is relatively low compared to college and university students. Doctoral 
candidates also had a tendency to agree more than master's candidates 
that drug use and abuse is more liJcely found among boys than girls and 
that drug abusers are using drugs as a means of rebelling against their 
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paran'bs and society. (See Appendix E; Tables E-VIII and S-IX for a greater 
description and comparison of tabulations and percentages.) 



TABLE IV 

Master and Doctoral Group Response 



1. Tobacco vs Drug Mse 

2. Drug Education: Void 

3. Sec vs El 
h» Boy vs Girl 

5. Clotnrnunii^y Involvement 

6. Below average Student 

7. Bjqjerimentation 

8. Student Involvement 
9» Easy Access 

10. Rebellion 

11. White vs Black 

12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 



Master 

Mean 


Doctoral 

Mean 


3.23 


3.61 


3.32 


3-6U 




1.^0 


2.9U 


2.$k 


h.kh 


U.36 


U.2^ 


U.OO 


2.U7 


2,26 


ii.09 


U.25 


2.89 


2.75 


2.9U 


2.36 


3.33 


3M 


3.22 


2.75 



The graduate major produced-SOBtie significant variation in responses 
as shown in the results of Table V, Those individuals majoring in 
Elementary Education indicated the highest agreement of all majors that 
easy access to drugs is a primary rea.son for drug use and abuse. The 
reader will note that Adult Education majors expressed the highest agree- 
ment of all groups reporting that the single most important factor lead- 
ing to drug use and abuse is experimentation. An interesting comparison 
of graduate majors is the agreement shotm among Educational Administration, 
Secondary Education and Adult Education majors that diug abusers are using 
drugs as a means of rebelling against parents and society while Educational 





13 



Psychology and History and Philosophy majors are less agreeable mth that 
stateiiient. Even "s-jith the small sauple of History and Philosophy majors, 
it xvas fascinating to note the complete disagreement by those mr )rs 
that the absence of dnig education programs in the public schools does 
not necessarily represent a void in the total curriculum. The ndeuisive— 
ness exhibited by Education^ Administration and Adult Education majors 
towards drug education programs X'Jlthout student involvement was recorded 
xjith perplexity. (See Appendix E: Tables E-X, E-XI, E-XII, E-ZIII, ii—IX, 

and E-X for detailed tabulation, percentage, and mean scores.) 



TABLE ¥ 

Graduate Major Response 



El Ed 
Mean 



1. Tobacco vs Drug use 3*37 

2. Drug Education: Void 3»00 

3 . Sec vs El 1 * 14.8 

ij,. Boy vs Girl 2.78 

Community Involvement il*63 

6 . Below average Student U*ll 

7. Experimentation 2.52 

8 . Student Involvement U*l^ 

9. Easy Access 2 .US 

10. Rebellion 2.82 

11. VJhite; vs Black 3*26 

12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 2 . 5?6 



Ed Psy 
Mean 


Ed Ad 
Mean 


Sec Ed 
Mean 


H & P 
Mean 


Ad Ed 
Mean 


3T145 


a 56 


3.43 


2:50 


2*H6 


3.20 


3.50 


3.86 


5.00 


3.43 


1.70 


1.88 


1.32 


1.00 


1.43 


2.70 


2.9k 


2.93 


1.00 


2.83 


ij ..20 




U.32 


4.50 


4*43 


U. 0 ^ 


U .00 


4.25 


5.00 


4.43 


2.50 


2.56 


2.18 


3.00 


1.83 


U.i5 


3.88 


4.36 


4.50 


3.86 


3.05 


3.13 


2.79 


3.00 


3.14 


a 10 


2.50 


2.57 


3.00 


3.57 


3.75 


3.hh 


3.14 


3.00 


3.57 


3.10 


3.06 


3.18 


3.00 


2.71 



Marital status response as shown in Tables Vi and VII reflect some 
slight differences. 1 'ihile variations appear minimal, married respondents 
agree more strongly than do single respondents that experinentation is 
the single most jjmportant factor leading to drug use and abuse. Correspond- 
O inely, married people believe more strongly that easy access is a primary 
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reason for drug abuse and use ;?hile single educators are irsore undecided 
or neutral. wTiile not overwhelming significant, single individuals are 
less eiT5)hatic in their disagreement that continuous community involvement 
may not be necessary uhen attempting to nsiplement drug education programs. 



TABLE VI 



Single Response-ir 



Responses I'fean Percent 





1 


2 


3 


li 


9 




SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


1. Tobacco vs Drug use 


1 




1 


3 


k 


3.29 


7.1 


35.7 


7.1 


21.h 


"^6 


2. Drug Education: Void 


0 




1 


h 


5 


3.71 


0.0 


28.6 


7.1 


28.6 


35.7 


3. Sec vs % 


6 


7 


0 


1 


0 


1.71 


h2.9 


50.0 


0.0 


7.1 


0,0 


i|. Boy rs Girl 


1 


h 


5 


3 


1 


2.93 


7.1 


28.6 


35.7 


21.1* 


7.1 


Community Involvement 


0 


0 


0 


3 


11 


h.79 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


21.1; 


78.6 


6. Below average Student 


0 


2 


0 


3 


9 


U.36 


0.0 


IU.3 


0.0 


21.1; 


61;. 3 


7. Experimentation 


1 


7 


3 


3 


0 


2.59 


7.1 


50.0 


21. 


21.1: 


0.0 


8, Student Involvement 


1 


1 


1 


6 


5 


3.93 


7.1 


7.1 


7.1 


1*2.9 


35.7 


9. Easy Access 


1 


5 


2 


5 


1 


3.00 


7.1 


35.7 


1U.3 


35.7 


7.1 


10. Rebellion 


2 


5 


2 


9 


0 


2.71 


IU.3 


35.7 


lii.3 


35.7 


0.0 


11. Wilhite vs Black 


0 


1 


9 


2 


2 


3.35 


0.0 


7.1 


6U.3 


IU.3 


li;.3 


12. Sec & El vs Col Sc Uni 


2 


h 


3 


h 


1 


2.85 


1U.3 


28.6 


21.J4 


28.6 


7.1 



■J^Some items do not total 100 since percentages were rounded off to the nearest 
tenth. 
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TABLE VII 



Married Response* 





Responses 

12 3 


k 


5 


Mean 


SA 


A 


"’ercent 

TJ 


:) 


3D 


1. Tobacco vs Drug use 


10 


16 


11 


26 


19 


~373lT 


12.2 


■ “19“.5 


13it 


31.7 


2 3.2 


2, Drug Education : Void 


6 


19 


15 


19 


22 


3*h0 


7.it 


23.5 


18.5 


23.? 


7.2 


3. Sec vs El 


51 


2h 


5 


2 


0 


1,U9 


62.2 


29.3 


6.1 


2.ii 


0.0 


U. Boy vs Girl 


7 


26 


26 


20 


2 


2,80 


8.6 


32.1 


32.1 


2U.7 


2.U 


5* Community Involvement 


0 


6 


6 


23 


k7 


it. 35 


0,0 


7.3 


7.3 


28.1 


57.3 


6. Below averaige Student 


h 


5 


5 


31 


37 


U.12 


U.9 


6.1 


6.1 


37.8 


u5.i 


7* Experimentation 


lU 


U6 


5 


10 


6 


2.36 


17.3 


56.8 


6.2 


12it 


7.1; 


8, Student Involvement 


1 


10 


6 


23 


k2 


it. 16 


1.2 


12.2 


7.3 


28.1 


5l. 2 


9, Easy Access 


10 


31 


10 


28 


3 


2.79 


12,2 


37.8 


12.2 


3it.2 


3.6 


10, Rebellion 


2 


h2 


18 


18 


2 


2.70 


2.1; 


51.2 


22.0 


22.0 


2, It 


11, White vs Black 


2 


9 


35 


28 


8 


3.38 


2.U 


11.0 


it2.7 


3U.2 


9.8 


12, Sec & El vs Col & TJni 


2 


26 


2h 


23 


7 


3.09 


2,i| 


21.7 


29.3 


28,1 


8.5 



*Sorae items do not toal 82 since some participants did not respond and some do 
not total 100 since percentages were rounded off to the nearest tenth* 



Ntimber of children in the educator's family project some significant 
differences. The data in Table VIII reveals the mean score for those 
people possessing offspring. Those people having five ormore children 
were the only group that even slightly indicated tobacco abuse to be more 
serious than drug abuse. An interesting comparison can be observed v/ith 
those people having three and more children who exhibit stronger agree- 
9ient that experimentation is an important factor leading to drug use and 
abuse while those mtli two or fevjer children have less fim convictions 
about that statement. Those people vrith only one or two offspring ex- 
pressed more undecided or neutral feelings about easy access to o.rugs 
being a primary reason for diug use and abuse in the public schools. 
Contrastingly those individuals x-riLth four children or more indicated 
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tindecided or neutral feelings about rebellion against parents and society 
as a reason for drug abuse. Those educators having three children had 
more neutral feelings than any other group concerning the success of drug 
prevention program xiithout student involvement. (See Appendix E: Tables 
E-rVI, E-X7II, E-X7I1I, E-XIX, E-XX, and E-JOCI for greater detail of 

findings. ) 



TABLE VIII 

Number of Children Response 



1. i’obacco vs Drug u^ 

2. Drug Education: Void 

3. Sec vs El 
I4, Boy vs Girl 

Community Involvement 

6. Below average Student 

7 . BKperimentation 

8. Student Involvement 

9. Easy -Access 

10. Rebellion 
U;iWhite vs Black 

12. Sec & EL vs Col &: Uni 



None 

Mean 


One 

Mean 


Tito 

Mean 


Three 

Mean 


Four 

Mean 


Five or Over 
Mean 


3.33 


3.77 


3.11 


3.69^ 




' '2.75 ~ 


3.39 


3.39 


3.^6 


3.39 


U.25 


2.75 


1.63 


1.31 


1.32 


1.39 


1.25 


2.25 


2.96 


3.23 


2.58 


2.39 


2.33 


2.50 




k»23 


U.26 


U.3I 


U.50 


U.50 


U.2U 


U.23 


3.7U 


U.3I 


U.75 


3,7^ 


2.63 


2,39 


2.U7 


.1.85 


1.33 


1.75 


U.2U 


U.39 


U.00 


3.69 


U.25 


U.25 


2.80 


2.92 


3.11 


2.26 


2.75 


2.25 


2.80 


2.U6 


2.7U 


2.i;6 


3.00 


3.00 


3.37 


3.U6 


3.U2 


3.39 


3.00 


3.75 


3.17 


3.00 


3.26 


2.U6 


2,25 


3.75 



The father’s occupation revealed slight variation in response xiiile 
the mother's occupation showed none at all. The tabulation in Appendix E: 
Tables E-XXII, E-XXIII and E-XXIV demonstrate the minimal variation of the 

f ather ' s o coup atio n . 

The size of the school at which the participant most recently was 
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eiiplbyed. is revealed in t-he da^ba contained in Table IX, Class A respondents 
idio were in the majority expressed the strongest dis§greement oi* all groups 
reporting that tobacco abuse is more serious than drug abuse in the public 
schools. Glass B participants expressed the strongest agreement of groups 
reporting that an iirportant factor leading to drug use and abuse is exper- 
imentation* Perplexingly, Class B respondents expressed the least fira 
conviction of all groups repoi*ting that continuous community involvement 
may not be necessary in drug education programs. 

Glass D participants vxere one of the very few that disagreed irith the 
statement that a primary reason for drug abuse and xise is easy access to 
drugs. Glass A indicated heavy agreement that easy access is a primary 
reason for dr^g use and abuse. (See Appendix E.v Tables E-XXV, E-ZX7I, 
E-XXVII, and E-XXVIII for further explanation and description. ) 

TABLE IX 



School Size Response 





Glass A 
Mean 


Class B 
Mean 


Class C 
Mean 


Class 

Mean 


1. i-'obacco vs Drug use 


3OT 


2759 


3.00 


3.00 


2. Education: Void 


3.U5 


3.33 


2.60 


3.22 


3» Sec Vs El 


1.^1 


1.11 


2.00 


1.67 


Ij., Boy vs Girl 


2.75 


2.22 


2.80 


3»Uh 


Community Involvement 


U.5l 


3.78 


U.60 


luOO 


6. Belovv average Student 


U.11 




3.U0 


U.33 


7. Experimentation 


2.50 


1.89 


2.U0 


2.00 


8 . Student Involvement 


U.26 


3.67 


3.60 


ii.33 


9, Easy Access 


2,82 


2.67 


2.00 


3.56 


10. Rebellion 


2.63 


2.67 


2.60 


2.78 


11, IJliite vs Black 


3.28 


3.56 


3.80 


3.33 


12 e Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


2.95 


3.56 


3.20 


3.11 



O 
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The contents in Tables X, XI, XII, and XIII reflect the variation 
in response according to the position held by the respondent. The reader 
mil recognize that teachers are the least fiin in opinion concerning 
the statement that tobacco abuse is more serious than drug abuse. Those 
participants occupying positions other than teachers, counselors, or 
administrators are less inclined to express their strong sentiments while 
those occupying familiar positions in the public schools vocalize their 
feelings freely. Counselors ishovred the least firm convictions of all 
groups reporting on the items concerning community involvement and below 
average student. 



TABLE X 



1 , 

2 , 

3. 

U. 

6 . 

7, 

8 , 

9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 



Position; Teacher Response-5'^ 



Responses 
1 231; 



Tobacco vs Drug use 


10 


15 


9 




Drug Education: Void 


i; 


20 


9 


17 


Sec vs El, 


Ip, 


21 


2 


3 


Boy vs Girl 


6 


22 


21; 


11; 


Community Involvement 


0 


5 


5 


18 


Belovi average Student 


h 


h 


3 


21; 


Experimentation 


9 


37 


1; 


12 


Student Invtolvement 


2 


8 


6 


20 


Easy Access 


8 


26 


5 


26 


Rebellion 


U 


3h 


lU 


15 


White vs Black 


3 


5 


36 


17 


Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


I; 


19 


21 


17 


■5{Some items do not total 6? since 


some 



do not total 100 since percentages w 



Mean Percent 



5 




SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


i5 


3.19" 


ll;.9 “ 


22.1; 


13.1;' 


26.9 ~ 


22,1; 


16 


3.32 


6.1 


30.3 


13.6 


25.8 


21.2 


0 


1.51 


61,2 


31.3 


3.0 


U.5 


0,0 


1 


2.73 


9.0 


32*8 


35.8 


20.9 


1.5 


39 


i;.36 


0.0 


7.5 


7.5 


26.9 


58.2 


32 


U.li; 


6.0 


6.0 


1;.5 


35.8 


U7.8 


5 


2.51 


13. U 


55.2 


6.0 


17.9 


7.5 


31 


U.05 


3.0 


11.9 


9.0 


29.9 


i;6,3 


2 


2.82 


11.9 


38.8 


7.5 


38.8 


3.0 


0 


2.60 


6.0 


50.8 


20.9 


22.1; 


0,0 


6 


3.27 


1;.5 


7.5 


53.7 


25.1; 


9.0 


6 


3.03 


6.0 


28,1!. 


31.3 


25.1; 


9.0 



participants did not respond and some 
•e ro\uided off to the nearest tenth. 
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TABLE XI 

Position: Administrator Response 





Responses 
12 3 


Mean 

h $ 


SA 


Percent 
A U 


D 


SD 


1. Tobacco vs Drug use 


111 


~2 3 3.63 


12.5 


12.5 


12.5 


25‘.6 


"373 


2, Drug Education: Void 


112 


3 1 3.25 


12.^ 


12.^ 


25.0 


37.5 


32 .5 


3. Sec vs EL 


^30 


0 0 1.38 


62,^ 


37.^ 


Q.O 


0,0 


0.0 


Ij., Boy vs &irl 


1 2 3 


1 1 2.88 


12.^ 


25.0 


37.5 


12,5 


12.5 


5. Goimmmity Involvement 


0 0 0 


3 $ ii..63 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


37.5 


62.5 


6, Below average Student 


0 10 


3 U li .25 


0.0 


12.^ 


0.0 


37.5 


50.0 


7. E3q)erimentation 


3^0 


0 0 1,63 


37.^ 


62.3 


0,0 


0.0 


0.0 


8, Student Involvement 


0 0 0 


^ 3 U .38 


0.0 


0.0 


0,0 


62.5 


37.5 


9. Easy Access 


1 k 2 


0 1 2.^0 


12.^ 


50.0 


25.0 


0.0 


12.5 


10. Rebellion 


O h 2 


2 0 2.7^ 


0.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


0.0 


11, White vs HLack 


031 


2 2 3.38 


0.0 


37.5 


12.5 


25.0 


25.0 


12, Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


0^0 


3 0 2.7^ 


0.0 


62.5 


0.0 


37.5 


0.0 






TABLE XII 














Position: 


; Counselor Response 












Responses 


Mean 






Percent 








123 


it ^ 


SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


1, ‘Tobacco vs Drug use 


0 0 0 


6 2 5.00 


6.0 


0,0 


0,6 


6,0 


100.6 


2. Drug Education: Void 


0 0 1 


0 1 li.OO 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


0,0 


50.0 


3, Sec vs El 


110 


0 0 1,^0 


^0,0 


50.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


ii. Boy vs Girl 


110 


0 0 1.^0 


50.0 


^0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


5. Commvinity Involvement 


0 10 


0 1 3.^0 


0,0 


50.0 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


6. Below average Student 


0 10 


0 1 3.^0 


0.0 


50,0 


0.0 


0.0 


50,0 


7, Ejcperimentation 


110 


0 0 1.^0 


5o«o 


50.0 


0.0 


0,0 


0.0 


8. Student Involvement 


0 10 


0 1 3.^0 


0,0 


50.0 


0.0 


0,0 


50.0 


9. Easy Access 


110 


0 0 1.^0 


^0.0 


50.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


10, Rebellion 


0 2 0 


0 0 2.00 


0,0 


100.0 


0.0 


0,0 


0.0 


11. White vs Black 


0 0 1 


1 0 3.^0 


0.0 


. 0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 


12, Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


0 0 1 


1 0 3.^0 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0.0 
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1 . 

2 . 

3. 

k. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 



TABLE XIII 



Other Position Response* 



Responses 

1 2 3 U ^ 



Tobacco vs Drug use 


0 


2 


2 


8 


"X 


Drug Education; Void 


2 


1 


3 






Sec vs El 


U 


2 


2 


1 


0 


Boy vs Girl 


0 


6 


3 


6 


1 


‘Gommunity Involvement 


0 


1 


1 


2 


12 


Beloxf average Student 


0 


1 


2 


9 


1+ 


Experimentation 


2 


8 


3 


2 


1 


Student Involvement 


0 


0 


1 


h 


11 


Easy Access 


1 


3 


h 


7 


1 


Rebellion 


0 




3 


6 


2 


ii^hite vs Black 


0 


2 


3 


8 


3 


Sec & El vs Col & Uni 0 




2 


7 


2 



Mean Percent 





SA 


A 


u 


D 


SD 




o.b 


“I2X' 


"T27r" 


5o.o”" 


25Vo 


3.62 


12.^ 


6.3 


18.8 


31.3 


31.3 


l.,^6 


68.8 


12.5 


12.5 


6.3 


0,0 


3.13 


0,0 


37.^ 


18.8 


37.5 


"6.3 


U.^6 


0.0 


6.3 


6.3 


12.5 


75.0 


i;.00 


0.0 


6,3 


12.5 


56.3 


25.0 


2.^0 


12.^ 


50.0 


18.8 


12.5 


6.3 


U.63 


0.0 


0,0 


6.3 


25.0 


68,8 


3.2^ 


6.3 


18.8 


25.0 


U3.8 


6.3 


3.31 


0,0 


31.3 


18.8 


37.5 


12.5 


3.7^ 


0.0 


12.^ 


18.8 


5o.o 


18.8 


3.38 


0.0 


31.3 


12.5 


U3.8 


12.5 



*Some items do not total 100 since some percentages xfere rounded off to the 
nearest tenth. — — - 



The information contained in Table XIV reflects the mean scores of the 
respondents according to experience. Those individuals X'/ith 7 to 8 years 
experience expressed the firmest convictions of all people responding. 

An interesting dicotomy of opinion is noted by strong agreement of those 
people xfith more than seven years xrri.th those X'lho have less than seven. This 
is most readily seen in those items concerning experimentation and rebellion 
leading to drug use and abuse. (See Appendix E: Tables E-XXX, E-XXXI, 
E-XXXII, E-XXXIII, E-XXIV, E-XXX7, and E-XXX7I for greater description of 

tabulations and percentages . ) 
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TABLE XIV 

Eicperience Response 



1. 'i’obacco vs Drug use 

2. Drug Education: Void 

3. Sec vs SlL 
k. Boy vs Girl 

5. Community Involvement 

6, Below average Student 

7 . Experimentation 

8, Student Involvement 
9* Easy Access 

10. Rebellion 

11. Wliite vs Black 

12. Sec & EL vs Col & Uni 



0 


1-2 


3-h 


5-6 


Mean 


Mean 


Mean 


Mean 


3.7^ 


2.91 


2.93 


3.59 


3.75 


3.36 


3.36 


3.35 


1.75 


1.55 


1.U3 


l.ll7 


2.95 


2.73 


3.00 


2,65 


U.35 


U.73 


3.19 


U.6p 


U.35 


U.23 


li.i^3 


3.88 


2.53 


2.50 


2.6U 


2.35 


ii.35 


U.32 


ii.lU 


1^.06 


3.10 


2.91 


2.71 


2.77 


3.05 


2.91 


2.U3 


2.65 


3.U0 


3.36 


3.00 


3.hl 


3.15 


2.96 


2.93 


2.88 



7-8 9-10 Over 10 



Mean Mean Mean 



3.40 


3.00 


3.61 


3.20 


3.33 


3.29 


1.20 


1.00 


1.56 


2.40 


3.67 


2.72 


4.00 


3.67 


4.56 


4.80 


3.67 


3.83 


1.80 


1.67 


2.28 


3.00 


4.33 


4.06 


3.40 


3.67 


2.39 


1.80 


2.33 


2.83 


3.60 


2.67 


3.56 


2.80 


3.00 


3.33 





2 ^ 



23 



SUMMARY 



Within the limitations of the study, the follOTt?ing summary and 
conclusions can be dravm: 

1* Drug use and abuse does exist in secondary and elementary public 
schools. It is overwhelmingly apparent that drug use and abuse 
is more prevalent in secondary schools than elementary schools. 
Hiose educators v;ho are very young vrith minimal experience and 
those who are older t^rith greater years of experience have the 
firmest opinions on the issue of drug use and abuse in the priblic 
schools. 

2. Drug use and abuse is not found solely among our low achievers. 
Drug use and abuse is more likely found among all levels of 
achievers. Whether drug use and abuse is found more among blacks 
than whites remains 'unknovm and this attitude is reflected by the 
preponderance of neutral or undecided opinions by the female 
teachers. VJhether drug use and abuse is more likely found among 
boys than girls is also subject to conjecture. However, those 
educators who are older and have more education tend to believe 
there is a higher frequency of drug utilization a^iong the boys 
when compared to the girls. 

3 , In order or priority, experimentation, rebellion, and easy acceps 
are reasons for drug use and abuse in the public schools. Those 
educators between the ages of 36 and J 4 .O have strong tendencies to 
believe rebellion against parents and society to be the prime 
reason for drug use and abuse. En.ementary education educators 
believe easy access to be one of the important factors leading 

to drug use and abuse. Class A educators believe strongly that 
easy access is am important reason for drug usage while those 
Class D educators believe easy access to be less important in 
nature. 



Ij.. Drug use and abuse can be dealt with successfully in the public 
schools by establishing a strong drug education program. A 
program relying heavily on student and coimnunity involvement in 
critical stages of planning and execution will enhance the poss- 
ibilities of success. Considerations as to the nature of the 
dng program vn.ll vary considerably xith reg53?d to coitposition 
of the educator’s attitude, age, experience, and size of school. 
In sum, there is no single comprehensive plan that can be 
recommended for drug education in the public schools. 




2 « 
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CRITIQUE 

Any questionnaire is sub;ject to certain constrictions and limitations 
by the mere nature of its design* The topic drugs is in itself an emotion- 
ally charged issue ijhich could taint the conclusions drai;m from the research. 
A major dimenision to be recognized is the conservative nature of the 
midwest educators surveyed. The researcher took considerable liberty in 
interpreting and synthesizing certain information on the personal data 
sheet in order to identify more global variables. This act is subject 
to human error and miscalculation. The terras contained in the question- 
naire also lend themselves to various interpretations such as "use” and 
"abuse," Such misinterpretation could have minimized the potential; for 
validity by skeX'rf.ng the results in a particular fashion. The pre-testing 
and refinement of the instrument should have involved those educatoi-s 
out in the fieldj however, those undergraduates and graduates employed in 
the pre-test x^rere the only individuals available 'due to the researcher's 
access to public school perso-nellland minimal time. The instrument focused 
on specific areas of interest in a general area of drugs. The researcher's 
selection of certain priority items led to the exclusion of other equally 
important areas of interest such as frequency of drug xxse and abuse in 
the school and the educator's cognitive drug knoxfledge. The researcher 
was severely harapered by the small nxjmbers reporting in specific variables 
such as those x^ith certain academic majors. Certainly, one must recognize 
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that the sample of graduate students designated for this study is only 
one of the many knowledgeable dimensions in the complex school drug 
culture. Students, parents, police, and other public agencies dealing 
T'jith the school and student should be other ingredients included in 
analysizing the transactional character of drug use and abuse* The timing 
of the questionnaire must be considered as a variable in assuming the 
validity of the results. Also some local, or nation current event in the 
spring of the year could have precipitated certain positive or negative 
attitudes. Ten minutes prior to regular class time is sometimes in- 
sufficient for participants to answer the respond accurately and intell- 
igently. The coverage of drugs given on educational televisj.on in the 
local area could have skewed personal opinions in one direction or another. 
T>TJhether those graduate students selected for the study are representative 
of the great numbers of people employed by the public schools is also 
subject to scrutinization. Hence, the nature of the restilts remain 
limited and microscopic in nature. 
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IMPLICATIONS 

Within the stated liiaitations, the data gathered lends itself to 
the folloTijing analysis and in^lications; 

The magnitude of drug use and abuse in our elementary and secondary 
schools does not preclude the feasibility of confronting and bringing 
the problem under control. The present sample projects most graduate 
students in education to be teachers ■under the age of thirty. 'd.th less 
than four years of experience. If higher education is to play a role 
in reaching the total school faculty by in-service drug programs, then 
the program must exist and function in the school building itself and 
not on the university or college campus vriiere a monolithic type of 
educator is found. 

The diversity of response as a total group suggests a major dimen- 
sion in designing an in-service drug education program: assessment of 

staff attitude and perception prior to instruction. Only in this manner 
can the in-service project give direction and xmity to the project and 
staff. In-service drug education must deal wi'thi the educator’i as an 
individual as well as the group in total. 

Overall perception and attitude of the educators show them to be 
basically unbiased toward racial groug^s and sexes. Sparce minority 
populations in the surro'unding area could be on explanation for minimal 
bias and prejudice shoxm in the question concerning black students. 
Female reispondents demonstrated the greatest tendency of undecidedness 
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■fcowai’d dmg use and abuse in black sbuden'ts. This uiny raean tha'c "the male 
educators have assumed a role of quick and firm decision makers -idiereas 
xromen are less xjilling to commit themselves because of role model expect- 
^'bxotis • 

Conclusions dravm from the research indicate dmg use and abuse not 
solely occurring in the beloH average achiever, but rather it portends 
occurrence xvithin all levels of achievers* Drug use and abuse occurring 
in a particular type of achiever appears to be a myth and should be dis- 
pelled as quickly as possible. 

The statement concerning rebellion against parents and society as 
a means to explain drug use and abuse has profound implications for any 
future drug education program, iligh agreement xiith this statement was 
recorded by those people ranging from age 3S to Uo. Biis ma^^ reflect 
a high concern for their oxmi children since this age group is more likely 
to have children in the elementary and secondary schools. If their 
children are leaving the lineality stage and entering the collateral or 
individualistic stage, then rebellion agaiist the parent xrou].d be a 
likely reason given for adolescent use and abuse of drugs by this age 
group. 

A fascinating dicotomy of opinion betxTOen doctoral and master’s 
candidates was noted in the statement concerning the incidence of drug 
abuse among students in the secondaxry and elementary public schools 
being relatively lovj as compared to other students in colleges and 
xiniversities throughout the United States. Doctoral candidabes had a 
tendency to agree more xijith the statement. This may indicate tnat 
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doctoral candidates have been away from the actual classroom and are 
not sensitive to the drug culture in the elementary and secondary schools 
while the master’s candidate is more sensitive to the drug problem in 
both higher education, and elementary and secondary schools. 

Doctoral candidates also had a tendency to agree more than master's 
candi.dates that drug use and abuse is more likely found amohg boys than 
girls as did educators over the age of UO. More education and longer 
ejqjerience ^rith children seem to point toward a belief that boys are 
more prone to drug use and abuse, Tliis evidence would suggest that males ^ 
more so than females, are using and abusing drugs as a means to achieve 
their identity in society. 

Student and community involvement were almost universally decreed 
as desireable and necessary by the respondents. A 'hjfpothesis could be 
that graduate students can empathize with both roles or value systems 
of the student and community member and student because he perceives 
himself both as a learner and as a member in t?ie community. Another 
hypothesis is that "involvement" of any kind is in "vogue" now in educa- 
tional circles and thus, appeals as an ansxrer to the drug problem. 

The findings among academic majors point to some critical dimensions 
of a future dnrug education program. For example, Kleraentary Educatxon 
educators believe easy access to drugs is a primary reason for drug use 
and abuse whereas other education majors held diverse points of view. 

This would irawly the necessity of close cooperation between high school 
and elementary drug education programs. Any kind of 
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action talcen by the elementary schools must concide with the action talcen 
by the secondary schools if the problem of drug use and abuse is to be 
solved u-ith continuity and expediency. 

The variation bettreen single and married respondents reveals single 
adults to be less firm in their convictions than married respondents. 

This may in part reveal the single concern for the self or '‘ego” vdaHe 
the married respondents feel more responsibility for the student or 
child in the family. 

The school population seems to be a large factor in determining 
the characteristics of drug ixse and abuse in the educational setting. 

As one would expect, drug problems are increasingly propoit-ional to 
the size in popxiLation, The larger the school — the greater the problem. 

Easy access is much more of a problem in the larger schools whereas it 
is minimal in the smaller schools. Exposure to greater urbanization in- 
creases the probablity of drug use and abuse in the elementary and sec- 
ondary public schools, 

implications for future study - are indicated by the follojing questions 

1. VJhat ''total" (cognitive) knowledge does the edxicator possess 
about drug use and abuse in our elementary and secondary schools? 

2. %at is the perception and attitudes of community public officials, 
and school related agencies concerning drug use and abuse? 

3. Is there a x-dde discrepancy.of attitude and perception between 
educators and student, parental, and coiimunity members? 

hv Does drug use and abuse in. our elementary and secondary schools 
cut across certain ethic, racial, and social-economic lines or 
is drug use and abuse uniform in character? 



ERIC 
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APPENDICES 




APPSIJDIX A 
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The foUo^^ing personal ir^formation sheet and questionnaire are designed for 
a project in a sociology of education class at the University of Nebraska# 

In order to make the survey as accurate as possible, please read each 
question carefully and mark that response tAiich best illustrates your answer. 
Please do 'not sign your name on the questionnaire# Naturally, all personal 
data in the returns -will be held in confidence. Thank you for your time and 
cooperation, 

Gerald U# Bailey 

PERSONAL DATA ; Please check and complete the responses to the questions 
about yourself below. 



SEX 


2. AGE 


3. HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL DEGREE 


Male 


20-23 


EARIIED THUS 


FAR: 


Female 


26-30 








31-35 








36-UO 


EDUCATIONAL 


DEGREE WORKING 




Over UO 


TOWARD: 





U, GRADUATE PROGRAM MAJOR 5. RELIGyH 

Elementary Education Jex-jish 

Educational Psychology Catholic 

Educational Administration Protestant_J 

- Secondary Education Non^ 

History and Philosophy of Ed Other 

Adult Education 

Business Teacher Sdxication 



6, MARITAL STATUS 
Single 

Married 

Divorced 

Other 



7. NUMBER OF CHILDREN 

1 ,;; 

2 

3 

hUZ 

Over U 

None 



8# FATHER’S OCCUPATION 



MOTHER’S OCCUPATION 



9. MOST RECENT TEAGHIHG l^SID®^ 

To^j n 

St ate ~ 

Population 



10, MOST REGENT P OSITION HELD m 
THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

teacher 

Administrator 

Gotm s elo r 
Othex- 



11, lEARS TAUGHT TO m PUBLIC SCHOOLS 

0 1-2 3-U 3-6 7-8. 9-10 Over 10 





The follomng items have been prepared to permit you to indicate your 
perception and attitude toward drag use and abuse in the public schools. 
Tour ansrrer is correct if it esqjresses your true opinion, PLEASE MSl'/SR 
EVERY ITEI'l. DRAVJ A GIRGLS AROUMD THE EUMBER rJHICH MOST ACCURATELY 
EXPRESSES YOUR FEELH^G. " 



1. I strongly agree ^•Jith the statement, 

2* I tend to agree icLth this statement, but not strongly so. 

3. I am undecided, neutral, or have no opinion on this statement# 
U# 1 tend to disagree ■'^ith this statement, but not strongly so, 

^# I strongly disagree with this statement# 



DRUG USE Airo ABUSE IN THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 



1 2 3 U 

12 3 1 ; 

1 2 3 U 

1 2 3 U 

12 3 1; 

1 2 3 U 

12 3 1; 

1 2 3 h 

12 3 1; 



5 1# Tobacco abuse is more serious than drug abuse in the 

public schools# 

5 2. No drug prevention program ir: the public schools xTill 

be successful unless the students themselves are in- 
volved in planning and execution, 

^ 3» The drug LSD stimulates or enhances creativity# 

^ U# Drug use and abuse is more likely found among boys 
than girls in the public schools, 

5 'The incidence of drug abuse among students in the 

public schools is relatively low as compared to other 
student in colleges and universities throughout 
the United States# 

^ 6., One must use drugs to really loiow the effectj only in 

this way can the necessity of drug education in the 
public schools be determined# 

$ 7# Drug abuse among students in the public schools is 

primarily a problon tjith the high achieving or top 
ranking student. 

^ 8# Marijuana. is harmless 

5 9# Drug abusers in the public schools are below average 

students# 



10# Those who are drug abusers in the public schools are 
using drugs as a means of rebelling against their 
parents and society. 



1 2 3 k S 
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12 3U^rL. 
1 2 3 U 5 12. 

1 2 3 U 5 13. 

1 2 3 U 5 lU. 

1 2 3 U 15. 

1 2 3 ii 5 16. 



1 2 3 U 5 
1 2 3 U 5 
1 2 3 I}. 5 



17. 

18 . 

19. 



1 2 3 U 5 
1 2 3 U 5 
1 2 3 1; 5 



20 . 



21 . 



22 . 



1 2 3 i; 5 23. 



Alcohol use and abuse is more serious than drug use and 
abuse in the public schools. 

The use of drugs by public school students is strictly 
a personal, individrial matter. 

The single most important factor leading to drug use 
and abuse in the public schools is e^qserimentation. 

The stress in academic course work causes students in 
the public schools to use and abuse drugs. 

Drug education programs which provide information 
concerning the effects of drugs can lead to increased 
incidents of e^q^erimentation among public school students. 

The absence of drug education programs in the public 
schools represents a visible void in the total educa~ 
tional cxxrriculum. 

Drug use and abuse in the public schools T-Jill increase 
significantly within the next few years. 

Effective pub3.ic school drug education programs must 
pi’ovids for continuous community involvem.ent . 

Small groups honestly and freely discussing the problems 
of drugs would do more toward solving the drug problem 
in the publ.ic schools than vrould establishing a program 
of drug education in the curriculum.. 

Drug use and abuse is m.ore likely fo'und among white 
students than black students. 

Drug abtise in the public schools is primarily a problem 
with the average student. 

iin important reason for drug abuse in the public 
schools is the dissatisfaction or disillusionment 
with the prevailing educational system. 

An important reason for drug abuse and use in the 
public schools is that the student feels a need "to 
belong" and to be with the "in" group. 



12 3 U 5 

1 2 3 U 5 



2h* Marijuana should be legalized. 

25. A. primary reason for drug abuse and use in the public 
schools is the easjr access to drugs. 
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APPENDIX B 

Please read each statement on the questionnaire caref ul T y » Do not circle 
any of the nuinbers on the questionnaire but categorize every statement 
from the questionnaire under one of the following questions. You need 
only xTTite the number of the statement that fits the question, 

1, Is drug use and abuse a problem in the elementary and 
secondary public schools? 

Statements : 

2, V/hat kind of student is involved in drug use and abuse in 
the elementary and secondary public schools? 

Statements : 

3, bhat factors have influenced the st'udent to engage in drug 
use and abuse in the elementary and secondary public schools? 

Statements ; 

i'iihat can be done to solve the problem of drug use eind abuse 
in the elementary and secondary'’ public schools? 

S oat ement s : 

5. These statements can not be categorized under any of the 
questions stated above! 

Statements: 
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APPENDIX C 

GradTiate College Registration: First Semester 197B'" 



Departments Granting Degrees 


Candidates 

Enrolled 


Percent of 
Total Enrolled 


Actual Number; 
Utilized 


Elementary Education 


218 


27 


27 


Educational Psychology 


172 


20 


20 


Educational Administration 


137 


16 


16 


Secondary Education 


229 


28 


28 


History and Philosophy 


13 


2 


2 


Adult Education 


58 


7 


7 




827 


100$ 


100 



'"•Sample: 100 Graduate students selected from six major departments granting 
post-graduate degrees in education. 
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iipPMDIX D 

The following personal information sheet and questionnaire are designed for a 
project in a sociology of education class at the University of Nebraska. Iti order 
to make the survey as accurate as possible, please read each question carefully and 
mark that response which best illustrates your ansv;er. Please do not sign your name 
on the questionnaire. Naturally, all personal data in the returns will be held in 
confidence. Reports of this suirvey will be in terms of group data and no reference 
to individuals will be made. Thank you for your time and cooperation. 



Gerald D. Bailey 



PERSONAL DATA ; Please check and complete the responses to the questions about 
, yourself below. 

1. SEX 2. 3. HIGHEST EDUCATIONAL DEGREE 

Male 20-25 EARNED THUS FAR ; 

Female 26-3 0 

31-35 HOURS EARNED BEYOND ABOVE 

36-49 DEGREE - 

Over 40 

EDUCATIONAL DEGREE WOlklNG 
TOWARD; 



4. GRADUATE PROGRAM MAJOR 5. RELIGION 

Elementary Education Jewish 

Educational Psychology Catholic 

Educational Administration Protestan t 

Secondary Education Non e 

History and Philosophy of Ed. Other^ 

A.tolt x.4Ucatlon (Please specify) 

Bufsiness Teach'/jt Education 

Other 

(Please specify) 



6. MARITAL STATUS 

Single 

Married 

Divorced 

0 ther 

(Please specify) 



7. 



) 0M3ER OF CHILDREN 

1 

2 

3 

4 

5 or over 



8. FATHER'S OCCUPATION 



MOTHER'S OCCUPATION 



9. MOST RECENT TEACHING 
RESIDENCE 

Town (Name ) 

Toxin's Population 

State (Name) 



10. MOST RECENT POSITION HELD IN 
THE PUBLIC SCHOOLS 
Teacher 

Adminis tr ator 

Counselor 

Other 

(Please specify) 




YEARS TAUGHT 


IN THE ELEMENTARY 


SECONDARY PUBLIC SCHOOLS 


0 


7-8 


1-2 


9-10 


3-4 


Over 10 


5-6 
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The following items have been prepared to permit you to indicate your perception 
and attitude toward drug use and abuse in the public schools. Your answer is 
correct if it expresses your true opinion. PLEASE ANSWER EVERY ITEM . Draw a 
circle around the number which most accurately expresses your feeling. 



1. I strongly agree with this statement. 

2. I tend to agree with this statement, but not strongly so. 

3. I am undecided, neutral, or have no opinion on this statement. 

4. I tend to disagree with this statement, but not strongly so. 

5. I strongly disagree with this statement. 



DRUG USE AND ABUSE IN ELEMENTARY AND SECONDARY SCHOOLS 



12345 1. Tobacco abuse is more serious than drug abuse in the public 

schools . 



1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
]. 2 3 4 5 

1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 
1 2 3 4 5 

O 
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2. The absence of drug education programs in the public schools 
does not necessarily represent a void in the total education 
curriculum. 

3. Drug use and abuse is more prevalent in the secondary public 
scho,ols than in the elementary public schools. 

4. Drug use and abuse is more likely found among boys than girls 
in the public schools. 

5. Continuous community involvement may not be neces a.ry when 
attempting to Implement effective drug education programs in 
the public schools. 

6. Drug use and abuse in the public schools is primarily a problem 
with the below average stxident. 

7. The single most Important factor leading to drug use and abuse 
in the public schools is experimentation. 

8. A drug prevention program in the public schools could be success- 
ful without the students being involved in the planning and 
execution of that program. 

9. A primary reason for drug abuse and use in the public schools 
is the easy access to drugs. 

10. Those who are drug abusers in the public schools are using 
drugs as a means of rebelling against their parents and society. 

11. Drug use and abuse is more likely found among white students 
than black students in the public schools. 

12. The Incidence of drug abuse among students in the secondary 
and elementary public schools is relatively low as compared to 
other students in colleges and universities throughout the United 
States. 
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APPENDIX E 
TABLE E-I 

Male Group Response* 



Resu bnses 





1 


2 


3 


“t: 


1. Tobacco vs Drug use 


6 


10 


16 


1 ^ 


2 . Drug Education: Void 


3 


11 


11 


15 


3. Sec vs El 


33 


18 


5 


1 


I 4 .. Boy vs Girl 


6 


17 


19 


13 


Community Involvement 


0 


k 


5 


16 


6. Below average Student 


1 


6 


h 


20 


7* Experimentation 


0 


32 


6 


6 


8. Student Involvement 


1 


5 


5 


18 


9* E^.sy Access 


5 


21 


8 


20 


10, Rebellion 


0 


33 


11 


11 


11« iifltiite vs Black 


3 


9 


21 


17 


12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


1 


20 


15 


17 


*Some items do not total 57 since 


some 



5 


Mean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


16 


3.1ih. 


10.5 


17.5 


17 .^ 


26.3 


" 28 '.i 


17 


3.56 


5.3 


19.3 


19.3 


26.3 


29.6 


0 


1.5Ie 


57.9 


31«6 


8.8 


1.8 


0.0 


1 


2.75 


10.7 


30.I^ 


33.9 


23.2 


1.8 


32 


h.33 


‘o;o 


7.0 


8.8 


28.1 


56.1 


26 


h.l2 


1.8 


10.5 


7.0 


35.1 


U5.6 


3 


2.32 


16.1 


57.1 


10.7 


10.7 


"S.h 


28 


ii.l8 


1.8 


8.8 


8.8 


31.6 


U9.1 


3 


2.91 


8.8 


36.8 


lii.O 


35.1 


5.3 


2 


2.68 


0.0 


57.9 


19.3 


19.3 


:3.5 


7 


3.28 


5.3 


15.8 


36.8 


29.8 


12.3 


h 


3.05 


1.8 


35.1 


26.3 


29.8 


7.0 



maJ.es did not respond and some percentages 



do not total 100 g^ince perc ntages were rounded off to the nearest tenth. 



TABLE E-II 

Female Group Response-Sf- 



Responses Mean Percent 





1 


2 


3 


h 


5 




SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


i. Tobacco vs Drug use 


5 


11 


3 


15 


9 


3 . 28 " 


11.6 


'25‘.‘6' 


7.0 


^.9 ■ 


20.9 


2. Darug Education: Void 


'k 


12 


5 


11 


10 


3.26 


9.5 


28.6 


11.9 


26,2 


23.8 


3 . Sec vs El 


27 


13 


0 


3 


0 


1.51 


62,8 


30.2 


0.0 


7.0 


0.0 


U, Boy vs Girl 


2 


16 


13 


10 


2 


2.86 


U.7 


37.2 


30.2 


2372 


4.7 


5 . Community Involvement 


0 


3 


1 


10 


29 


U. 5 I 


0.0 


7.0 


2.3 


23.3 


67.4 


6. Below average Student 


3 


1 


1 


17 


21 


U.21 


7.0 


2.3 


2.3 


39.5 


U8,8 


7 . Experimentation 


7 


22 


3 


8 


3 


2.U9 


16.3 


51.2 


7.0 


18.6 


7.0 


8. Student Involvement 


1 


6 


2 


12 


22 


it.l2 


2.3 


13.9 


U.7 


27.9 


51.2 


9. Easy Access 


6 


16 


5 


15 


1 


2.7U 


13.9 


37.2 


11.6 


3U.9 


2.3 


10. Rebellion 


h 


15 


10 


111. 


0 


2.79 


9.3 


3h.9 


23.3 


32.6 


0.0 


11. I'/hite vs Black 


0 


1 


2h 


111. 


h 


3.k9 


0.0 


2.3 


55.8 


32.6 


9.3 


12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


3 


12 


12 


12 


h 


3.05 


7.0 


27.9 


27.9 


27.9 


9.3 



^iSome items do not total h3 since some females did not respond and some percentages 
do not total 100 since percentages were roimded off to the nearest tenth. 
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TABLE B-III 
Age 20-2^ Response* 

Responses Mean Percent 





1 


2 


3 


it 


5 




SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


1, Tobacco vs Drug use 


2 


7 


2 


10 


6 


‘3.ii0' 


Y.it 


2'5.9‘ 


7. it 


37.0 


22.2 


2, Dmg Education: Void 


2 


9 


3 


7 


10 


3.67 


7.it 


18,5 


H.l 


25.9 


37.0 


3 . Sec vs El 


16 


8 


1 


2 


0 


1.59 


59.3 


29.6 


3.7 


7.it 


0.0 


it. Boy vs Girl 


1 


8 


9 


9 


0 


2,96 


3.7 


29.6 


33.3 


33.3 


0.0 


Goiimiunity Involvement 


0 


3 


1 


3 


20 


U.ii8 


0.0 


11.1 


3.7 


11.1 


7U.1 


6, Below average Student 


0 


0 


0 


12 


19 


U.56 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


itU.it 


55.6 


7. Experimentation 


2 


17 


1 


U 


3 


2,59 


7,ii 


63.0 


3.7 


1U.8 


11.1 


8, Student Involvement 


0 


2 


0 


7 


18 


it.52 


0.0 


7.1t 


0.0 


25.9 


66.7 


9 , Easy Access 


3 


8 


k 


12 


0 


2,93 


11.1 


29.6 


lit.8 


ijU.U 


0.0 


10, Rebellion 


0 


11 


< 


10 


1 


3.0it 


0.0 


itO.7 


18.5 


37.0 


3.7 


11, viThite vs Black 


2 


2 


lit 


9 


0 


3.11 


7. it 


7,it 


51.9 


33.3 


0.0 


12, Sec & El vs Col fit Uni 


1 


7 


9 


12 


2 


3.26 


3.7 


25.9 


18.5 


uu.u 


7.U 


*Some items do not total 100 since 


percent 


ages VTere rounded off to the neare 


st 



tenth. 



TABLE E-IV 



Age 26-30 Response* 





1 


Responses 
2 3 U 


5 


Mean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


1, Tobacco vs Drug use 


3 


9 


7 


7 


7 


3.18 


9.1 


27.3 


“ 21,2 


21.2 


21.2 


2, Drug Education: Void 


3 


9 


1^ 


11 


5 


3.18 


9.1 


27.3 


15.2 


33.3 


15.2 


3, Sec vs El 


19 


11 


2 


1 


0 


1.55 


57.6 


33.3 


6.1 


3.0 


0.0 


it. Boy vs Girl 


3 


9 


11 


8 


2 


2.91 


9.1 


27.3 


33.3 


2 U .2 


6.1 


5 . Community Involvement 


0 


2 


U 


9 


18 


U .30 


0.0 


6.1 


12.1 


27.3 


5U.6 


6, Below average Student 


1 


U 


u 


9 


15 


it.oo 


3.0 


12.1 


12.1. 


27.3 


U5.5 


7, Experi-mentation 


2 


22 


u 


3 


2 


2 .U 2 


6.1 


66.7 


12.1 


9.1 


6.1 


8 . Student Involvement 


1 


3 


u 


10 


15 


U .06 


3.0 


9.1 


12.1 


30.3 


U5.5 


9, Easy Access 


2 


13 


It 


11 


3 


3.00 


6.1 


39. U 


12.1 


33.3 


9.1 


10, Rebellion 


2 


16 


7 


8 


0 


2 . 6 U 


6.1 


it8.5 


21.2 


2 U .2 


0.0 


11, White vs Black 


0 


5 


16 


8 


u 


3.33 


0.0 


15.2 


U8.5 


2 U .2 


12.1 


12, Sec & EL vs Col & Uni 


3 


9 


11 


9 


1 


2.88 


9.1 


27.3 


33.3 


27.3 


3.0 



*Sojne items do not total 100 since percentages were rounded off to the nearest 
tenth. 




TABLE E-V 

Age 31^3^ Response-55- 



Responses 
12 3 



Mean 



h 0 



OA 



!• ‘^-'oLacco vs Drug use 



T 2~“~2 1 3.11^ 1U.3 



2« Drug Education: Yoid 0 

3« Sec TS SL h 

U. Boy vs Girl 0 

Community Involveraent 0 

6« Below a'/’erags Student 0 

7 • Sjqjerimentation 1 

8. Student Involvement 0 

9« Easy Access 0 

10* Rebellion 1 

11. 7Jhite vs Black 0 

12. Sec EL vs Col Uni 0 



1 


2 


h 


0 


3.h3 


0.0 


3 


0 


0 


0 


1.1^3 


57.1 


ii 


1 


2 


0 


2.71 


0.0 


1 


0 


3 


3 


It.li{. 


0.0 


1 


0 


2 


h 


it.29 


0.0 


h 


2 


0 


0 


2 .IU 


lU.3 


3 


1 


1 


2 


3.29 


0.0 


3 


1 


2 


1 


3 .IU 


0.0 


3 


2 


0 


1 


2.57 


IU.3 


1 


3 


1 


2 


3.57 


0.0 


3 


3 


1 


0 


2.71 


0.0 



Percent 



A 


U 


D 


SD 


1L.3 


28.6 


28.0^ 


■ ilt."3 


IU.3 


38.6 


57.1 


0.0 


h2.9 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


57.1 


IU.3 


28.6 


0.0 


lU.3 


0.0 


ii2.9 


ii2.9 


IU.3 


0,0 


28.6 


57.1 


57.1 


28.6 


0.0 


0.0 


i|2.9 


111. 3 


lh»3 


28.6 


ii2.9 


111. 3 


28.6 


lit. 3 


U2.9 


28.6 


0.0 


lit.3 


IU.3 


i|.2.9 


lit. 3 


28,6 


U 2.9 


ii2.9 


lit. 3 


0.0 



^Some items do not total 100 since percentages were rounded off to the nearest 
tenth. 



TABLE E-VI 



Age 36 -UO Response-55- 



Responses Mean 

12 3 U g 

1 1 6 5 rr 3.91 9.1 



1 , Tobacco vs Drug use 

2, Drug Education; Void 

3, Sec vs El 
it. Boy vs Girl 

Community Involvement 

6. Below average Student 

7 . jSxperimentation 

8. Student Involvement 

9 . Easy Access 

10. Rebellion 

11. VjTiite vs Black 

12. Sec & EL vs Col & Uni 



1 


3 


3 


1 


3 


3.18 


9.1 


7 


2 


2 


0 


0 


1.55 


63.6 


0 


it 


It 


2 


1 


3.00 


0.0 


0 


0 


0 


3 


8 


it. 73 


0.0 


1 


1 


0 


it 


5 


U.oo 


9.1 


3 


3 


1 


it 


0 


2.55 


27.3 


0 


1 


0 


3 


7 


U.it6 


0.0 


2 


it 


0 


5 


0 


2.73 


18.2 


0 


8 


2 


1 


0 


2.36 


0.0 


1 


0 


It 


5 


1 


3.U6 


9.1 


0 


k 


3 


3 


1 


3.09 


0.0 



Percent 



A 


D 


U 


SD 


9.1 


0.0 


U 5 .^ 


36.lt 


27.3 


27.3 


9.1 


27.3 


18.2 


18.2 


0.0 


0.0 


36.it 


36.it 


18.2 


9.1 


0.0 


0.0 


27.3 


72.7 


9.1 


0.0 


36.it 


it 5.5 


27.3 


9.1 


36.it 


0.0 


9.1 


0.0 


27.3 


63.6 


36.It 


0.0 


U 5.5 


0.0 


72.7 


18.2 


9.1 


0.0 


0.0 


36.lt 


li 5.5 


9.1 


36 . u 


27.3 


27.3 


9.1 



■JiSome items do not total 100 since percentages were rounded off to the nearest 



tenth. 





TABLE E-YII 









Age Over Uo Response* 





Responses 
12 3 


h 


5 


1-Iean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


1. ^i?obacco vs Drug use 




3 


1 


6 


7 


3.ii3 


19.1 


1U.3 




' 28.6 


33.3 


2, Drug Education: Void 


1 


5 


3 


3 


8 


3.60 


5.0 


25.0 


15.0 


15.0 


ho.o 


3. Sec vs EL 


13 


7 


0 


1 


0 


1.U8 


61.9 


33.3 


0.0 


U.8 


0.0 


1;, Boy vs Girl 


3 


8 


7 


2 


0 


2,U0 


15.0 


Uo.o 


35.0 


10.0 


0.0 


5. Community Involvement 


0 


1 


1 


8 


11 


li.38 


0,0 




-U.8 


38.1 


52 .U 


6, Below average Student 


2 


1 


1 


10 


7 


3.91 


9.5 


ii.8 


I 4..8 


U7.6 


33.3 


7 . Eixperimentation 


8 


8 


1 


2 


1 


2.00 


IlO.O 


liO.O 


5.0 


10.0 


5.0 


8, Student Involvement 


1 


2 


2 


9 


7 


3.91 


U,8 


9.5 


9.5 


U 2.9 


33.3 


9, Easy Access 


h 


9 


u 




0 


2.38 


19.1 


li2.9 


19.1 


19.1 


0.0 


10, Rebellion 


1 


10 




5 


0 


2.67 


ii.8 


U7.6 


23.8 


23.8 


0.0 


11, >/hite vs Black 


0 


2 


7 


8 


h 


3.67 


)0.0 


9.5 


33.3 


38.1 


19.1 


12, Sec & EL vs Col <1 Uni 


0 


9 




3 


h 


3.10 


(o.o 


1e2.9 


25.8 


1 U .3 


19.1 



-:f-Some iteins do not total 22 since some participants did not respond and some do 
not total 100 since percentages were rotmded off to the nearest tenth. 



TABLE E-VIII 



Master’ s Candidates Response* 





Responses 

123 


k 


5 


Mean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


1. "llobacco vs Drug tise 


9 


13 


9 


20 


13 


3.23 


Tim 


26.3 


iuri 


31.3 


20.3 


2. Drug Education: Void 


5 


17 


10 


15 


16 


3.3U 


7.9 


27.0 


15.9 


23.8 


25 . U 


3 , Sec vs EL 


ItO: 


17; 


3 


u 


0 


1.55 


62.5 


26.6 


U.7 


6.3 


0.0 


I 4 ., Boy vs Girl 


3 


19 


22 


19 


1 


2.9U 


U.7 


29.7 


3U.U 


29.7 


1.6 


5. Community Involvement 


0 


h 


6 


12 


U2 


u.uu 


0.0 


6.3 


9.U 


18.8 


65.6 


6, Below average Student 


3 


2 


2 


26 


31 


i4.25 


U.7 


3.1 


3.1 


U0.6 


U8.U 


7 , Experimentation 


7 


36 




10 




2.U7 


10.9 


56.3 


12.5 


15.6 


U.7 


8, Student Involvement 


2 


6 


7 


16 


31 


U.09 


3.1 


9.U 


10.9 


28.1 


U8.U 


9 . Easy Access 


7 


20 




23 


2 


2.89' 


1D.9 


31#8 


18.8 


35.9 


3.1 


10. Rebellion 


1 


25 


16 


21 


1 


2.9li 


1.6 


39.1 


25.0 


32.8 


1.6 


11. Vilhite vs Black 


2 


h 


35 


17 


6 


3.33 


3.1 


6.3 


5U.7 


26,6 


9.U 


12, Sec & El vs Col e.: Uni 


1 


16 


21 


20 


6 


3.22 


1.6 


25.0 


32.8 


31.3 


9.U 


*Some items do not total 6 k since 


some 


participants did 


not respond and some 


do n< 



total 100 since percentages were rounded off to the nearest tenth, 
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TABLE E-IX 



Doctoral Candidates Hesponse-x- 



Responses 





1 


2 


3 


h 


1. Tobacco vs Darug use 


2 


■ 8 


h 


10 


2. Drug Education: Void 


2 


6 


6 


11 


3. Sec vs El 


20 


Ih 


2 


0 


ii. Boy vs Girl 


5 


ih 


10 


h 


Community Involvement 


0 


3 


0 


Ih 


6. Below average Student 


1 




3 


n 


7. Experimentation 


9 


18 


1 


h 


8. Student Involvement 


0 


5 


0 


12 


9. Easy Access 


ii 


17 


1 


12 


10. Rebellion 


3 


23 


5 


h 


H. White vs Black 


1 


6 


10 


Ih 


12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


3 


16 


16 


9 


■JfSome items do not total 3^ since 


some 


not total 100 since percentag 


es 


lere 



5 


Mean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


12 


‘3V6i“ 


5.6 


22.2 


U.l 


'27.8 


33.3 


11 


3*61i 


3.6 


16.7 


16.7 


30.6 


30.6 


0 


1.^0 


33.6 


38.9 


3.6 


0.0 


0.0 


2 


2,^h 


1 I 1..3 


Uo.o 


28.6 


ll.U 


3.7 


19 


U.36 


0.0 


8.3 


0.0 


38.9 


32.8 


16 


It.OO 


2.8 


13.9 


8.3 


30.6 


iOtU 


3 


2.26 


23.7 


31 . U 


219 


ll.lt 


8.6 


19 


ii.25 


0.0 


13.9 


0.0 


33.3 


32.8 


2 


2.73 


11.1 


i|7.2 


2.8 


33.3 


3.6 


1 


2.36 


8.3 


63.9 


13.9 


11.1 


2.8 


5 


3.hh 


2.8 


16.7 


27.8 


38.9 


13.9 


2 


2.73 


8.3 






23.0 


3.6 



participants did not respond and some do 
rotinded off to the nearest tenth. 



TABLE E-X 

Elementary Education Response^'*- 



1. Tobacco vs Drug use" 

2. Drug Education: Void 

3. Sec vs B1 
U. Boy vs Girl 

5. Community Involvement 

6, Bel 0X7 average Student 

7. Ej^perimentation 

8, Student Involvement 
9» Easy Access 

10, Rebellion 

.1. i^aite vs Black 

12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 



Re 

1 


sponses 
2 3 


it 


> 


Mean 


SA 


6 


2 


2 


10 


7 ■ 


3.37 


22.2 


3 


10 


2 


6 


3 


3.00 


11.3 


18 


7 


0 


2 


0 


l.it8 


66.7 


2 


8 


11 


6 


0 


2.78 


7.it 


0 


1 


0 


7 


19 


it .63 


0.0 


3 


0 


0 


12 


12 


U.ll 


11.1 


It 


lit 


1 


7 


1 


2.32 


li|..8 


1 


2 


2 


9 


13 


it.l3 


3.7 


3 


11 


it 


7 


0 


2.it8 


13.3 


T 

mJ- 


11 


7 


8 


0 


2.82 


3.7 


1 


2 


13 


7 


2 


3.26 


3.7 


1 


10 


8 


3 


3 


2.96 


3.7 



Percent 



A 


U 


D 


SD 


■ 7 . It 


7.it 


“37.0 


“2379 


38.3 


7.7 


23.1 


19.2 


23.9 


0.0 


7.it 


0.0 


29.6 


itO.7 


22.2 


0.0 


3.7 


0.0 


23.9 


70.ii 


0.0 


0.0 


liii.it 


iiit.it 


31.9 


3.7 


23.9 


3.7 


7.it 


7.it 


33.3 


lt8.2 


ito.7 


Ht.8 


23.9 


0.0 


itO.7 


23.9 


29.6 


0.0 


7.it 


33.6 


23.9 


7.it 


37.0 


29.6 


18.3 


11.1 



*Some items do not total 27 since some participants did not respond and some do 
not total loo since percentages were rounded off to the nearest tenth. 
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TABLE S-XI 

Educational Psychology Response 



1 . 

2 . 

3. 

U. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9 . 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 





Responses 
12 3 


h 


5 


Mean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


Tobacco vs Drug use 


1 


“T 


nr 






3.R0 


5*0 


25.0 


20.0 


25.0 


2570 


Drug Education: Void 


2 


6 


3 


h 




3.20 




30.0 


15.0 


20.0 


25.0 


Sev vs El 


12 


U 


2 


2 


1 


1.70 


60.0 


20.0 


10.0 


10.0 


0.0 


Bo^r vs Girl 


2 


9 


3 




1 


2.70 


10.0 


lt5.0 


15.0 


25.0 


^♦0 


Coraimmity Involvement 


0 


3 


2 


3 


12 


it. 20 


0.0 


15.0 


10.0 


15.0 


6o.o 


Below average Student 


0 


3 


1 


8 


8 


it.O^ 


0.0 


15.0 


5.0 


iiO.O 


Uo.o 


Experimentation 


1 


13 


2 


3 


1 


2.^0 


^.0 


65.0 


10.0 


15.0 


5#o 


Student Involvement 


0 


3 


2 


h 


11 


it.l^ 


0.0 


15.0 


10.0 


20.0 


55.0 


Easy Access 


1 


7 


3 


8 


1 


3.05 


5.0 


35.0 


15.0 


Uo.o 


^•0 


Rebellion 


2 




3 


9 


1 


3.10 


10.0 


25.0 


15.0 


U5.0 


5.0 


IVnite vs Black 


1 


0 


6 


9 


u 


3.7^ 


5.0 


0.0 


30.0 


ii-5.0 


20,0 


Sec & 51 vs Col & Uni 


1 




6 


7 


1 


3.10 


5.0 


25.0 


30.0 


35.0 


^♦0 



1 . 

2 . 

3. 

U. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 



TABLE E-XII 

Educational Administration Response* 



^obacco vs Drug use 
Drug Education: Void 
Sec vs El 
Boy vs Girl 
Community Involvement 
Below average Student 
B^cperimentation 
Student Involvement 
Easy access 
Rebellion 
White vs Black 
Sec & El vs Col & Uni 



Responses Mean 



1 


2 


3 


U 


5 




SA 


2 


1 




2 


6 


3.5^ 


i 2 .r 


1 


3 


3 


5 


U 


3.50 


6.3 


5 


8 


3 


0 


0 


1.88 


31.3 


0 


U 


9 


3 


0 


2.9 U 


0.0 


0 


0 


2 


5 


9 


u.uu 


0.0 


0 


2 


2 


6 


6 


U.oo 


0.0 


1 


9 


U 


0 


2 


2.56 


6.3 


1 


2 


1 


6 


6a 


3.88 


6.3 


0 


7 


2 


5 


2 


3,13 


0.0 


0 


10 


5 


0 


1 


2.50 


0.0 


0 


1 


8 


6 


1 


3 .UU 


0.0 


0 


5 


6 


U 


1 


3.06 


0.0 



Percent 



A 


U 


D 


SD 


"5 T 3~ 


31.3 


13=5 


rrr 


18.8 


18.8 


31.3 


25.0 


50.0 


18.8 


0.0 


0.0 


25.0 


56.3 


18.8 


0.0 


0.0 


12.5 


31.3 


56.3 


12.5 


12.5 


37.5 


37.5 


56.3 


25.0 


0.0 


12.5 


12.5 


6.3 


37.5 


37.5 


U 3.8 


12.5 


31.3 


12.5 


62.5 


31.3 


0.0 


6.3 


6.3 


50.0 


37.5 


6.3 


31.3 . 


37.5 


25.0 


6.3 



■»Some items do not total 100 since percentages were rounded off to the nearest tenth 
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Uh 



1 . 

2 . 

3 . 

U. 

6 . 

7 . 

8 . 

9 . 

LO. 

11 . 

12 . 



TABLE E-XIII 

Secondary Education Response* 

Responses Mean Percent 





1 


2 


3 


U 






SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


Tobacco vs Dxmig use 


1 


10 


0 


10 


7 


“ 3^3 


3 .^ 


35.7 


0.0 


35.7 


2^.0 


Drug Education; Void 


1 


2 


7 


6 


10 


3.86 


3.6 


7.1 


25.0 


28.6 


35.7 


Sec vs El 


19 


9 


0 


0 


0 


1.32 


67.9 


32.1 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


Boy vs Girl 


2 


10 


6 


8 


2 


2.93 


7.1 


35.7 


21 . 1 ; 


28.6 


7.1 


Comraunity Involvement 


0 


3 


2 


6 


17 


U .32 


0.0 


10.7 


7.1 


21 . 1 ; 


60.7 


Below average Student 


1 


2 


2 


7 


16 


k» 2 $ 


3.6 


7.1 


7.1 


25.0 


57.1 


Experimentation 


8 


111 


1 


3 


2 


2.18 


28.6 


50.0 


3.6 


10.7 


7.1 


Student Involvement 


0 


2 


2 


8 


16 


U.36 


0.0 


7.1 


7.1 


28.6 


57.1 


Easy Access 




8 


3 


12 


0 


2.79 


17.9 


28.6 


10.7 


U2.9 


0.0 


Rebellion 


1 


16 




6 


0 


2.57 


3.6 


57.1 


17.9 


21.U 


0.0 


Iflxite vs Black 


1 


6 


12 


6 


3 


3.IU 


3.6 


21 . 1 ; 


U2.9 


21 . 1 ; 


10.7 


Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


2 


7 


6 


10 


3 


3.18 


7.1 


2^.0 


21 . 1 ; 


35.7 


10.7 


• 5 'fSome items do not total 100 since 


percentages were rounded off to the nearest 



tenth. 



TABLE E-XIV 



Histoxy and Philosophy Response 



1 . Tobacco vs Drug use 

2 . Drug Education: Void 

3 . Sec vs El 
Boy Vs "Girl 
Community Involvement 

6 . Below average Student 

7 . Experimentation 

8 . Student Involveraent 

9 . Easy Access 

10 . Rebellion 

11 . Vihite vs Black 

12 . Sec & El vs Col & Uni 



Responses 

12 3 
Oil 
0 0 0 
2 0 0 
2 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 0 0 
0 10 
0 0 0 
0 10 
0 10 
0 0 2 
0 10 



h 


5 


Mean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


0 


0 


2.50 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 “ 


0.0 


0.0 


0 


2 


5.00 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 


0 


0 


1.00 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


.0.0 


0 


0 


1.00 


100.0 


0,0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


1 


1 


U.50 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0 


2 


5.00 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 


1 


0 


3.00 


n.o 


50.0 


0.0 


50.0 


0.0 


1 


1 


U.50 


o.O 


0,0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


1 


0 


3.00 


0.0 


50.0 


0.0 


50.0 


0,0 


1 


0 


3.00 


0.0 


50.0 


0.0 


50v0 


0.0 


0 


0 


3.00 


0.0 


0.0 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


1 


0 


3.00 


0.0 


50.0 


0.0 


50.0 


0.0 
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TABLE E-XV 





Adult Education P^espc 

Responses Mean 

1 2 3 k 9 


'nse-5:- 

SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


1. I'o'bacco vs Drug use 


2 , 


2 


1 


3 


0 


2.86 


iir.3 


28,6 


ii4.3 


ii2.9 


0.0 


2. Dioig Education: Void 


0 


2 


1 


3 


1 


3.U3 


0.0 


28,6 


Hi. 3 


5.2.9 


H;.3 


3. Sec vs El 


h 


3 


0 


0 


0 


1.U3 


57.1 


I;2.9 


0.0 


0.0 


0,0 


U. Boy vs Girl 


0 


2 


3 


1 


0 


2.83 


0.0 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


0,0 


Community Involvement 


0 


0 


0 


h 


3 


U.U3 


0.0 


0,0 


0.0 


57.1 


Ii2c9 


6, Below average Student 


0 


0 


0 


h 


3 


U.ii-3 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


57.1 


52.9 


7. Experimentation 


2 


3 


1 


0 


0 


1.83 


33.3 


50.0 


16.7 


0,0 


0,0 


8 , Student Involvement 


0 


2 


0 


2 


3 


3.86 


0.0 


28.6 


0 • 0 


28,6 


52.9 


9. Easy Access 


0 


3 


1 


2 


1 


3.1U 


0.0 


1^2.9 


Hi. 3 


28.6 


15.3 


10, Rebellion 


0 




1 


1 


0 


2.14-3 


0.0 


71. Ij. 


lii.3 


lii.3 


0.0 


11. VJhite vs Black 


0 


1 


2 


3 


1 


3-57 


0.0 


IU.3 


28.6 


ii2.9 


15.3 


12. Sec & El vs Col &. Uni 


0 


1; 


1 


2 


0 


2.71 


0.0 


57.1 


Hi. 3 


28,6 


0*0 



■}?Some items do not total 7 since some participants did not respond and some 
percentages do not total 100 since percentages were rounded off to the 
nearest tenth. 



TABLE E-XVI 
No Children Response-55- 



1 . 

2 . 

3. 

h» 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 



Responses 
12 3 


'Tobacco vs Drug use 


5 


12 


b 


Drug Education: Void 


5 


11 


6 


Sec vs EL 


23 


19 


2 


Boy vs Girl 


2 


13 


18 


Community Involvement 


0 


2 


3 


Below average Student 


2 


2 


2 


Esperimentation 


5 


25 


6 


Student Involvement 


1 


5 


2 


easy Access 


6 


17 


6 


Rebellion 


2 


22 


7 


Viihite vs Black 


1 


3 


25 


Sec & EL vs Col 6: Uni 


3 


9 


13 



Mean Percent 

u ^ SA A u__ 



13 


11 


3.33 


8.7 


26.1 


13.0 


13 


12 


3.39 


8.7 


23.9 


13.0 


2 


0 


1.63 


50.0 


51.3 


5.5 


11 


2 


2,96 


5.5 


28.3 


39.1 


7 


35‘ 


5,59 


0.0 




6.5 


17 


23 


5.25 


5.5 


5.5 


5.5 


6 


5 


2.63 


8.7 


35.5 


13.0 


15 


25 


5.25 


2.2 


8.7 


5.5 


Hi 


3 


2.80 


13.0 


37.0 


13.0 


13 


2 


2,80 


5.5 


57.8 


15.2 


15 


5 


3.37 


2.2 


6,5 


52.2 


19 


2 


3.17 


6.5 


19.6 


28.3 



D 


SD 


2'8.3 ' 


23.9 


28.3 


26.1 


5.5 


0.0 


23.9 


5.5 


15.2 


73.9 


37.0 


50.0 


13.0 


10.9 


32,6 


52.2 


30.5 


6.5 


28.3 


5.5 


30.5 


8.7 


51.3 


5.5 



5tSome items do not total 100 since percentages vrere rounded off to the nearest 
tenth. 





TABL3 E-XVII 






One Child Hesponse"^^ 



Responses liean Percent 





1 


2 


3 


k 


5 




SA 


A 


u 




SD 


i. Tobacco vs tx-nig use 


0 


3 


1 


3' 


k 


3.77 


0.0 


23.1 


7.7 


38.5"~' 


‘30.8 


2, Drug ]5ducation: Yoid 


1 


2 


h 


3 


3 


3.39 


7.7 


15.U 


30.8 


23.1 


23.1 


3, Sec vs Si 


9 


h 


0 


0 


0 


1.31 


69.2 


30.8 


0,0 


0.0 


0.0 


Ij., Boy vs Girl 


1 


3 


2 


6 


1 


3.23 


7.7 


23.1 


15.1; 


I;6,2 


7.7 


5, Community Involvement 


0 


2 


1 


2 


8 


i;.23 


0.0 


i5.U 


7.7 


15.1; 


61.5 


6, Below average Student 


1 


1 


0 


3 


8 


n.23 


7.7 


7.7 


0.0 


23.1 


61.5 


7 , Ekperimentation 


2 


6 


0 


2 


1 


2.39 


15. U 


61.5 


0.0 


15.1; 


7.7 


8, Student Involvement 


0 


1 


2 


1 


9 


4.39 


0.0 


7.7 


15.1; 


7.7 


69.2 


9, Easy Access 


1 




1 


6 


0 


2.92 


7.7 


38.5 


7.7 


1;6.2 


0.0 


10, Rebellion 


1 


8 


1 


3 


0 


2.1.6 


7.7 


61.5 


7.7 


23.1 


0.0 


11, VJhite vs Black 


0 


2 


k 


6 


1 


3.1j.6 


0.0 


15.1; 


30.8 


1;6.2 


7.7 


12, Sec & SI vs Col & Uni 


1 




2 


3 


2 


3.00 


7.7 


38.5 


15.U 


23.1 


15.1; 



*Some items do not total 100 since percentages were rornded off to the nearest 
tenth. 



TABLE E-XFIII 
Two Children Response-^- 
Responses Mean, Percent 





1 


2 


3 


k 


5 




SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


1. Tobacco vs Drug use 




3 


2 


7 


3 


3.11 


2i.i 


l^.6 


10.5 




i5^ 


2. Drug Education: Void 


1 


3 


1; 


5 


5 


3156 


5.6 


16.7 


22.2 


27.8 


27.8 


3, Sec vs El 


15 


2 


2 


. 0 


0 


1.32 


79*0 


10.5 


10.5 


0.0 


0.0 


1;, Boy vs Girl 


2 


8 


5) 


h 


0 


2.58 


10.5 


1;2.1 


26.3 


21.1 


0,0 


5, Community Involvement 


0 


2 


1 


6 


10 


1;*26 


0.0 


10.5 


5.3 


31.6 


52.6 


6, BeloX'f average Student 


1 


3 


2 


7 


6 


3.71; 


5.3 


15.8 


10.5 


36.8 


31.6 


7. Experimenta.tion 


1; 


8 


2 


5 


0 


2 .I 42 


21.1 


i;2.1 


10.5 


26.3 


0.0 


8, Student Involvement 


0 


3 


2 


6 


8 


1;.00 


0.0 


15.8 


10.5 


31.6 


I 42.1 


9. Easy Access 


2 


5 


2 


9 


1 


3.11 


10.5 


26.3 


10.5 


I 1 . 7 .U 


5.3 


10. Rebellion 


0 


9 


6 


1; 


0 


2. 71; 


0.0 


1;7.1; 


31.6 


21.1 


0.0 


11, VJhite vs Black 


0 


3 


8 


5 


3 


3.1;2 


0.0 


15.8 


Ii2.1 


26.3 


15.8 


12. Sec & EL vs Col & Uni 


0 


5 


7 


1; 


3 


3.26 


0.0 


26.3 


36.8 


21.1 


15.8 


->5Some items do not total 19 


since 


some 


participants did not respond and some 


did 



not total luO since percentages vrere ronnded off to the nearest tenth. 
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TABLE E-XIX 



Three Children Response-5^^ 





Responses 
12 3 


h 


3 


Mean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


1, Tobacco vs Drug use 


1 


1 


3 


h 


h 


3.69 


7.7 


7.7 


23.1 


~3o7B“ 


30.8 


2. Drug Education; Void 


1 


h 


1 


3 


h 


3.39 


7.7 


30.8 


7.7 


23.1 


30.8 


3 . Sec vs El 


8 




0 


0 


0 


1.39 


61.5 


38.5 


0.0 


0.0 


0,0 


1|. Boy vs Girl 


2 




5 


1 


0 


2.39 


15. U 


38.5 


53,5 


7.7 


0.0 


Community Involvement 


0 


0 


0 


9 


h 


U.31 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


69.2 


30.8 


6 . Below average Student 


0 


0 


1 


7 


K 


D.31 


0.0 


0.0 


7.7 


53.9 


38.5 


7. Experimentation 


2 


11 


0 


0 


0 


1.85 


i5.il 


8D.5 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


8. Student Involvement 


1 


2 


0 


7 


3 


3.69 


7.7 


15. U 


0.0 


53.9 


23.1 


9. Easy Access 


0 


8 


2 


3 


0 


2.62 


0.0 


61.5 


I5.il 


23.1 


0.0 


10. Rebellion 


1 


7 


3 


2 


0 


2.U6 


7.7 


53.9 


23.1 


15. U 


0.0 


11. VJhite vs Black 


0 


2 


6 


3 


2 


3.39 


0.0 


15.D 


U 6.2 


23.1 


15 .U 


12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


0 


9 


2 


2 


0 


2.U6 


0.0 


69.2 


15 . U 


15 . U 


0.0 



•sSome items do not total 100 since some percentages were rounded off to the 
nearest tenth. 



TABLE E-XX 



Four Children Response-5s- 



1. Tobacco vs Drug use 

2. Drug Education t Void 

3. Sec vs SL 
I;, Boy vs Girl 

Comintinity Involvement 

6. Below average Student 

7. Experimentation 

8. Student Involvement 

9. Easy Access 

10. Rebellion 

11. I'^/hite vs HLack 

12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 



Ptesponses Mean Percent 



1 


2 


3 


k 


5 




SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


c 


2 


0 


0 


2 


3.52 ' 


0,0 


50.0 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


0 


0 


1 


1 


2 


il.25 


0.0 


0.0 


25.0 


25.0 


50.0 


3 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1.25 


75.0 


25.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0 


2 


1 


0 


0 


2.33 


0,0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


0.0 


0 


0 


0 


2 


2 


ii .50 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


50.0 


0 


0 


0 


1 


3 


ii.75 


0.0 


0.0 ■ 


0.0 


25.0 


75.0 


2 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1.33 


66.7 


33.3 


0,0 


0.0 


0.0 


0 


1 


0 


0 


3 


U .25 


0,0 


25.0 


0.0 


0.0 


75.0 


0 


2 


1 


1 


0 


2.75 


0,0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


0.0 


0 


1 


2 


*T 


0 


3.00 


0.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


0.0 


1 


0 


1 


2 


0 


3.00 


25.0 


0.0 


25.0 


50.0 


0.0 


0 


3 


1 


0 


0 


2.25 


0.0 


75.0 


25.0 


0,0 


0.0 



“"■Some items do not total I|. sD.nce someiparticipahts did. not respond. 





TABLE S-XXI 



Five Children or Over Response 



2 . 

3. 

U. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9 . 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 





Responses 

12 3 


k 


5 


l-Iean 


SA 


Percent 
A U 


D 


SD 


Tobacco vs Drug use 


2 


' 0 


0 


1 


1 


2 . 7 F~ 


Wo 


0.0 


0,0 


2 W 


25.0 


Drug Education; Void 


0 


3 


0 


0 


1 


2.75 


0.0 


75.0 


0.0 


0.0 


25.0 


Sec vs EL 


2 


0 


1 


1 


0 


2.25 


50.0 


0.0 


25.0 


25.0 


0.0 


Boy vs Girl 


1 


1 


1 


1 


0 


2.50 


25.0 


25.0 


25.0 


25.0 


0.0 


Community Involvement 


0 


0 


1 


0 


3 


lu5o 


0.0 


0.0 


25.0 


0.0 


75.0 


Below average Student 


0 


1 


0 


2 


1 


3.75 


0.0 


25.0 


0.0 


50.0 


25.0 


Exp er ime nt ation 


2 


1 


1 


0 


0 


1.75 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


0.0 


0.0 


Student Involvement 


0 


0 


1 


1 


2 


U.25 


0.0 


OcO 


25.0 


25.0 


5o.o 


Easy Access 


2 


0 


1 


1 


0 


2.25 


50.0 


0.0 


25.0 


25.0 


0.0 


Rebellion 


0 


1 


2 


1 


0 


3.00 


0.0 


25.0 


50.0 


25.0 


0,0 


iiJhite vs Black 


0 


0 


2 


1 


1 


3.75 


0.0 


0.0 


50.0 


25.0 


25.0 


Sec & SL vs Col & Uni 


0 


0 


2 


1 


1 


3.75 


0.0 


0.0 


5o.o 


25.0 


25.0 



TABLE E-XXII 

Father's Occupation: Unskilled Response* 



Responses 
1 2 3 U 



1, Tobacco vs hrug 'use 


2 


w 


3 


i5 


2. Driig Education; Void 


k 


8 


5 


9 


3, Sec vs El 


Ik 


14 


2 


2 


li.. Boy vs Girl 


1 


15 


6 


9 


5. Coimounity Involvement 


0 


5 


1 


8 


6, Below average Student 


1 


1 


1 


16 


7. Experimentation 


6 


lU 


2 


8 


8, Student involvement 


0 


5 


2 


10 


9. Easy Access 


3 


lU 


2 


13 


10. Rebellion 


1 


17 


9 


h 


11. Wliite vs Black 




2 


12 


13 


12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


1 


11 


9 


8 



5 


Mean 


, SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


~S" 


3.72 


6.3 


12.5” 


9.it 


R6.9 


25-0 


6 


3.16 


12.5 


25.0 


15.6 


28.1 


18.0 


0 


1.75 


1^3.8 


U3.8 


6.3 


6.3 


0.0 


1 


2.81 


3.1 


14.6.9 


18.8 


28.1 


3.1 


18 


li.22 


0.0 


15.6 


3.1 


25.0 


56.3 


13 


]|.22 


3.1 


3.1 


3.1 


50.0 


I 4 O .6 


2 


2.56 


18.8 


U8.8 


6.3 


25.0 


6.3 


15 


I;. 09 


0.0 


15.6 


6.3 


31.3 


U 6.9 


0 


2.78 


9.U 


U3.8 


6.3 


U0.6 


0.0 


1 


2.59 


3.1 


53.1 


23.1 


12.5 


3.1 


h 


3.53 


3.1 


6.3 


37.5 


I4.0.6 


12.5 


3 


3.03 


3.1 


3h»h 


28.1 


25.0 


9.U 



*Some items do not total 100 since some participants did not respond. 
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TABLE E-:aiii 

Father's Occupation: Skilled Response-3:- 

Responses Mean Percent 





1 


'2 


3 


k 


5 




SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


1. Tobacco vs ^)rug use 


3 


7 


2 






3.20 


12.0 


28.0 


875“ 


3270 


20.0 


2. Drug Education; Void 


2 


2 




6 


10 


3.80 


8.0 


8.0 


20.0 


2U.0 


Uo.o 


3. Sec vs El 


19 


6 


0 


0 


0 


1.2i; 


76.0 


2U.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0,0 


Li., Boy vs Girl 


k 


6 


7 


8 


0 


2,76 


16.0 


2U.0 


28.0 


32.0 


0.0 


5. Community Involvement 


0 


0 


2 


h 


19 


li,68 


0.0 


0,0 


6.0 


16.0 


76.0 


6, Below average Student 


1 


1 


2 


10 


11 


)4.16 


U.o 


U.O 


8,0 


Uo.o 


UU.o 


7. Experimentation 


3 


16 


0 


h 


2 


a.lOi 


12.0 


6U.0 


0.0 


16.0 


8.0 


8, Student Involvement 


0 


1 


0 


10 


lU' 


i|.»U8 


0.0 


U.O 


0,0 


Uo.o 


56.0 


9, Easy Access 


3 


7 


U 


9 


2 


3.00 


12.0 


28,0 


16.0 


36.0 


8,0 


LO. Rebellion 


1 


13 


3 


7 


1 


2.76 


U.O 


52.0 


12.0 


r r »• 


U.O 


LI. viihite vs Black 


T_ 


5 


10 


8 


1 


3.12 


li.O 


20.0 


Uo.o 


32,.. ■■ 


U.o 


L2. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


1 


7 


3 


11 


3 


3.32 


u.o 


28,0 


12.0 


IiU.o 


12.0 


-5tSome items do not total 100 since 


some percentages wer 


e rounded off 


to the 


nearest 



tenth » 




TABLE E-ZXr/ 

fet 

» Father's Occupation; Professional Response-x- 



1 . 

2 . 

3. 

k. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 , 

11 . 

12 . 





Responses 
1 ' 2 3 


U 


5 


lie an 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


Tobacco vsT3rug use 


3 


1 


3 


U 


7 


3^1 


16.7 




16 . 1 


22.2 


“3B79 


Drug Education; Void 


0 


9 


1 


U 


U 


3.16 


0.0 


50.0 


5.6 


22.2 


22.2 


Sec vs El 


10 


6 


1 


1 


0 


1.61 


55.6 


33.3 


5.6 


5.6 


0.0 


Boy vs . Girl 


1 


5 


8 


u 


0 


2.83 


5.6 


27.8 


UU.U 


22.2 


0.0 


Community Involvarient 


0 


2 


1 


6 


9 


U.22 


0.0 


11.1 


5.6 


33.3 


5 o.o 


BeloX'f average Student 


0 


3 


0 


6 


9 


U.17 


0.0 


16.7 


0,0 


33.3 


50,0 


Experimentation 


1 


13 


2 


1 


1 


2.33 


5.6 


72.2 


11,1 




5.0 


Student Involvement 




U 


2 


5 


6 


3.61 


5.6 


22.2 


11*1 


2(',8 


33.3 


Easy iujcess 


2 


6 


2 


8 


0 


2.89 


11,1 


33.3 


11.1 


UU.U 


0,0 


Rebellion 


1 


7 


3 


7 


0 


2.89 


5.6 


58.9 


16.7 


30.9 


0,0 


^<iihite vs Black 


0 


0 


12 


5 


1 


3.39 


0.0 


0.0 


66.7 


27.8 


5^6 


Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


0 


6 


6 


5 


1 


3.06 


0.0 


33.3 


33.3 


27.8 


5.0 


-x-Some items do not total 100 since 


some 


percentages were rounded off to the 





near\est tenth. 
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TABLE E-XXV 

Class A Schools Response-JS- 
Responses — ' Mean Percent 





1 


2 


3 


k 


5 




SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


1, Tobac^co vs Drug use 


7 


13 


' 7 


18 


20 




10.8 


20.0 


' 10. 8‘ 


27.7 


lo^F 


2. Drug Education: Void 


5 


13 


10 


20 


16 


3.U5 


7.8 


20.3 


15.6 


31.3 


25.0 


3. Sec vs El 


iil 


18 


3 


3 


0 


1.51 


63.1 


27.7 


U.6 


U.6 


0.0 


U. Boy vs Girl 


6 


22 


21 


12 


3 


2,75 


9>h 


3h»h 


32.8 


18.8 


U.7 


5. Community Involvement 


0 


h 


2 


16 


h3 


U.51 


0.0 


6.2 


3.1 


2U.6 


66.2 


6. Below average Student 


3 


6 


3 


22 


31 


li.n 


li.6 


9.2 


1+.6 


33.9 


U7.7 


7 • Scq>erimentation 


11 


32 


u 


12 


5 


2.5o 


17.2 


5o.o 


6.3 


18.8 ; 


7.8 


8. Student Involvement 


1 


7 


3 


17 


37 


li.26 


1.5 


10.8 


U«6 


26.2 


56.9 


9. Easy Access 


9 


23 


7 


23 


3 


2.82 


13.9 


35. U 


10,8 


35. U 


U.6 


10. Rebellion 


k 


33 


n 


17 


0 


2.63 


6.2 


50.8 


16.9 


26.2 


0.0 


11. VJhite vs Black 


2 


9 


29 


19 


6 


3.28 


3.1 


13.9 


W+.6 


29.2 


9.2 


12, Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


h 


22 


16 


19 




2.95 


6.2 


33.9 


2ii.6 


29.2 


6,2 


•JfSome items do not total 65 since 


some 


participants did 


not respond 


and some 


do 



not total 100 since percentages were rounded off to the nearest tenth. 



TABLE E-OTI 



Class B School Response^:- 



1. Tobacco vs Drag use 

2. Drug Education; Void 

3. Sec vs El 
k» Boy vs Girl 

5« Comiauni^y Involvement 
6, Below average Student 
7» Experimentation 

8, Student Involvement 

9, Easy Access 
10 Rebellion 

11. viihite vs Black 

12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 



Responses 
1 2 

1 ij;- 0 

2 12 

8 10 

16 1 
0 2 2 

0 0 C 

3 5 0 

0 2 2 

1 U 1 

0 5 2 

10 3 

0 2 2 



Mean Percent 



h 


5 




SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


3 


i 




n.i 


uu.u 


0,0 


33.3 


n.i 


0 


U 


3.33 


22.2 


11.1 


22.2 


0.0 


UU.U 


0 


0 


1.11 


88.9 


11.1 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


1 


0 


2.22 


11.1 


66.7 


n.i 


11.1 


0.0 


1 


u 


3«»?8 . 


0.0 


22,2 


22.2 


11.1 


UU.U 


5 


U 


i-!.*UU 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


55.6 


UU.U 


1 


0 


1.89 


33.3 


55.6 


11.1 


n.i 


0.0 


2 


3 


3.67 


0.0 


22.2 


22.2 


22.2 


33.3 


3 


0 


2.67 


11.1 


U!..U 


11.1 


33.3 


0.0 


2 


c 


2,67 


0.0 


55.6 


22.2 


22.2 


0.0 


3 


2 


3.56 


11.1 


0.0 


33.3 


33.3 


22.2 


3 


2 


3.56 


0.0 


22.2 


22.2 


33.3 


22.2 



*Some items do not total 100 since some percentages were rounded off t 



the nearest 



tenth. 
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TABLE E->S7II 



Class G School Response 
Responses Mean Percent 





1 


2 


3 


h 


5 




SA 


A 


u 


B 


SD 


1. Johacco vs f)rug use_ 


1 


0 


2 


2 


0 


3.00 


20.0 


' 0^0 


uo.o 


“ liO.O ' 


6,0 


2. Brag Ed.ucation: Void 


0 


3 


1 


1 


0 


2.60 


0.0 


60,0 


20.0 


20,0 


0.0 


3* Sec vs El 


2 


2 


0 


1 


0 


2.00 


Uo.o 


Uo.o 


0,0 


20.0 


0,0 


U. Boy vs Girl 


0 


2 


2 


1 


0 


2.80 


0.0 


liO.O 


Uo.o 


20.0 


0.0 


5. Gorartiunity Involvement 


0 


0 


0 


2 


3 


ii.60 


0,0 


0.0 


0.0 


UO.O 


60.0 


6. Below average Student 


1 


0 


0 


k 


0 


3.U0 


20.0 


0,0 


0.0 


8o.o 


0.0 


7. Eroerteentation 


1 


2 


1 


1 


0 


2.it0 


20.0 


Uo.o 


20.0 


20.0 


0.0 


8, Student Involvement 


1 


0 


0 


3 


1 


3.60 


20.0 


0.0 


0.0 


60.0 


20,0 


9, Easy Access 


1 


3 


1 


0 


0 


2.00 


20,0 


60.0 


20.0 


0.0 


0,0 


10. Rebellion 


0 


3 


1 


1 


0 


2.60 


0,0 


60.0 


20,0 


20.0 


0,0 


11, v^hite vs Black 


0 


0 


2 


2 


1 


3.80 


0.0 


0.0 


uo.o 


Uo.o 


20.0 


12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


0 


2 


1 


1 


1 


3.20 


0,0 


Uo.o 


20.0 


20.0 


20.0 



TABLE E-XX7III 
Glass D School Response^?- 



17 

2 . 

3. 

k. 

5. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 





Re 

1 


spons 

2 


3 


it- 


5 


Mean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


Tobacco vs Drug use 


2 


2 


1 ' 


2 


2 


3.00 


22.2 


22.2 


11.1 


22.2 


22.2 


Drug Education; Void 


0 


u 


1 


2 


2 


3.22 


0.0 


Ult.U 


11.1 


22.2 


22.2 


Sec vs El 


U 


h 


1 


0 


0 


1.67 


uu.u 


iiU.it 


11.1 


0.0 


0.0 


Boy vs Girl 


0 


0 


5 


U 


0 


3.UU 


0.0 


0,0 


55.6 


uu.u 


33.3 


Community Involvement 


0 


1 


1 


4 


3 


U.00 


0.0 


11.1 


U.l 


itlt.ii 


33.3 


Below average Student 


0 


1 


1 


1 


6 


k.33 


0.0 


11.1 


11.1 


11.1 


66.7 


Experimentation 


1 


7 


1 


0 


0 


2,00 


11.1 


77.8 


n.i 


0.0 


0,0 


Student Involvement 


0 


0 


1 


U 




U.33 


0.0 


0.0 


11.1 


UU.4 


Uit.4 


Easy Access 


0 


2 


1 


5 


1 


3.56 


0.0 


22.2 


11.1 


55.6 


XI. 1 


Rebellion 


0 


h 


3 


2 


0 


2.78 


0.0 


ilii.it 


33.3 


22.2 


0.0 


yJhite vs Black 


0 


0 


6 


3 


0 


3*33 


0.0 


0.0 


66,7 


33.3 


0.0 


Sec a EL vs Col & Uni 


0 


2 


h 


3 


0 


3.11 


0.0 


22.2 


Uit.U 


33.3 


0.0 



•}5-Some items do not total 100 since some percentages were rounded off to the 
nearest tenth. 
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TaBLS E-2XII 



I'lo Ebqjerience Hesponse*';- 





Responses 
1 '2 3 


i; 


5 


Mean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


i. Tobacco vs l3rug use 


0 


3 




B 


5 


'3.7^' 


6.0 


' i5 . 0 


20.6 


RO.O 


25.0 


2. Drug Education: Void 


2 


2 


3 


5 


6 


3.75 


10.0 


10.0 


15.0 


25.0 


Uo.o 


3. Sec vs El 


10 


6 


3 


1 


0 


1.75 


50.0 


30.0 


15.0 


5.0 


0.0 


k. Boy vs Girl 


0 


7 


6 


6 


0 


2.95 


0.0 


36.9 


31.6 


31.6 


0*0 


5. Community Involvement 


0 


2 


1 


5 


12 


It. 35 


0.0 


10.0 


5.0 


: ^0 


60.0 


6, Below average Student 


1 


0 


1 


7 




iu35 


5.0 


0.0 


5.0 


X' 


55.0 


7. Sjrperimentation 


3 


8 


h 


3 


1 


2.53 


15.8 


it2.1 


21.1 


15.8 


5.3 


8. Student Involvement 


0 


2 


1 


5 


12 


1;.35 


0.0 


10,0 


5.0 


25.0 


60,0 


9. Easy Access 


1 


5 


5 


9 


0 


3.10 


5.0 


25.0 


25.0 


Ii5.0 


0.0 


10. Rebellion 


n 


8 


h 


7 


1 


3.05 


0.0 


Uo.o 


20.0 


35.0 


5.0 


11. Miite vs Black 


X 


1 


8 


9 


1 


3.U0 


5.0 


5.0 


IlO.O 


ii5.o 


5.0 


12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


0 


7 


5 


6 


2 


3.15 


0.0 


35.0 


25.0 


30.0 


10.0 



*>fSome items do not total 20 since some participants did not respond and some do 
not total lOG since percentages were rounded off to the nearest tenth. 



TABLE E-XXX 
1“2 Years Response-5'r 

Hesponses Mean Percent 





1 


2 


3 


k 


5 




SA 


A 


u 


D 


SD 


i. 'fobacco vs 15rug use 


h 


6 


3 


6 


3 


2.91 


18.2 


27.3 


13.‘6“ 


27.3 


1376 


2. Drug Education: Void 


2 


6 


2 


6 


6 


3.36 


9.1 


27.3 


9.1 


27.3 


27.3 


3. Sec vs El 


lU 


6 


0 


2 


0 


1.55 


63.6 


27.3 


0.0 


9.1 


0.0 


U. Boy, vs Girl 


3 


6 


8 


h 


1 


2.73 


13.6 


27.3 


36. U 


18.2 


h.6 


5. Comumniijy Involvement 


0 


0 


1 


h 


17 


ii.73 


0.0 


0.0 


ii.,6 


18.2 


77.3 


6. Below average Student 


0 


1 


2 


10 


9 


I4..23 


0.0 


h.6 


9.1 




U0.9 


7. Experimentation 




15 


2 


2 


2 


2.50 


h.6 


68,2 


9.1 


9.1 


9.1 


8. Student Involvement 


0 


2 


1 


7 


12 


h.32 


0,0 


9.1 


i|.,6 


31.8 


Sh.6 


9. Easy Access 


2 


9 


2 


7 


2 


2.91 


9.1 


ho.9 


9.1 


31.8 


9,1 


10. Rebellion 


0 


11 


2 


9 


0 


2.91 


0.0 


50.0 


9.1 


U0,9 


0.0 


11. IJhite vs Black 


0 


3 


11 


5 


3 


3.36 


0.0 


13.6 


50,0 


22.7 


13.6 


12. Sec & El vs Col & Uni 


1 


7 


6 


8 


0 


2.96 


h.6 


31.8 


27.3 


36. -'t 


0.0 



^'•Some items do not total 100 since soi.ie percentages were rounded off to the 
nearest tenth. 
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TABLE S-XXXI 
3-it Years Response-- 



1, " "Tobacco vs Drag"tise 

2, Drug Education: Void 

3, Sec vs KL 

4, B07 •'•'s Girl 

5* Conujiunity Involvement 
6« Below average Student 
7^ 2bcperimentation 

8. Student Involvement 

9. Easy jlccess 

10. Rebellion 

11. VJhite vs Black 

12. Sec & KL vs Col & Uni 

^-Some items do not tota 
nearest tenth. 



Resnonses 
1 '2 3 


k 


5 


Mean 


SA 


1 




2 


3 ' 


2 


2.93 


7.1 


1 


2 


h 


5 


2 


3.36 


7.1 


8 


6 


0 


0 


0 


1.U3 


57.1 


1 


3 


6 


3 


1 


3.00 


7.1 


0 


3 


2 


h 


< 


3.79 


0.0 


0 


1 


0 


5 


8 


U.i;3 


0.0 


2 


8 


0 


1 


3 


2.U6 


li;.3 


0 


2 


2 


2 


8 


i;.ll| 


0.0 


c 


5 


2 


5 


0 


2.71 


lit. 3 


1 


0 


7 


0 


0 


2.i'3 


7.1 


1 


2 


7 


h 


0 


3.00 


7.1 


2 


2 


5 


5 


0 


2.93 


1U.3 



100 since some percentages vj 



Percent 



A 


U 


B 


SB 


Ii2.'9 ‘ 


lit. 3 " 


2i.it 


'TO 


Hi.3 


28.6 


35.7 


lii.3 


U2.9 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


21.it 


U2.9 


21.Ii 


7.1 


2i.ii 


lit.3 


26c6 


35.7 


7.1 


0.0 


35.7 


57.1 


57.1 


0.0 


7.1 


21.il 


lii.3 


lit.3 


lit.. 3 


57.1 


35.7 


"H.3 


35.7 


0.0 


ii2.9 


: 0 


0.0 


0.0 


lit.3 


>^.o 


28.6 


0.0 


lit. 3 


35.7 


35.7 


0.0 



rounded off to the 



TABLE E-mil 



5-6 Years Response-J^ 





Responses 
12 3 


. h 


5 


Mean 


SA 


A 


Percent 

U 


D 


SD 


1. Tobacco vs lirug use 


1 


3 


2 


.1 


it 


3.3r 


5.9 


17.7 


11.8“' 




T3^ 


2c Drug Education: Void 


1 


6 


1 


it 


5 


3.35 


5.9 


35.3 


5.9 


23.5 


29.1; 


3. Sec,. vs EL 


9 


8 


0 


0 


0 


l.lt? 


52.9 


it7.1 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


U. Boy vs Girl 


3 


5 


it 


5 


0 


2.65 


17.7 


29.it 


23.5 


29.1; 


0*0 


5. Community Involvement 


0 


0 


0 


6 


u 


it. 65 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


35.3 


6i;.7 


6. Below average Student 


0 


3 


2 


6 


6 


3.88 


0.0 


17.7 


11.8 


35.3 


35.3 


7. Ejqjer mentation 


2 


10 


2 


3 


0 


2.35 


11.8 


53.8 


11.8 


17.7 


0.0 


8. Student Involvement 


0 


2 


1 


8 


6 


Jt.06 


0.0 


11.8 


5.9 


ii7.1 


35.3 


9. Easy Access 


2 


7 


1 


7 


0 


2.77 


11.8 


Jtl.2 


5.9 


IBL.2 


0.0 


10. Rebellion 


1 


10 


1 


U 


1 


2.65 


5.9 


58.8 


5.9 


23.5 


5.9 


11. '-Thiue vs Black 


0 


2 


7 


6 


2 


3.it7 


0.0 


11.8 


ia«2 


35.3 


11.8 


12. Sec & EL vs Col & Uni 


1 


7 


3 


5 


1 


2.36 


5.9 


ia.2 


17.7 


29.it 


5.9 


■ttGome items do not total 100 s. 


'.nee 


some pf' 


•rcentages were rotinded off 


to the 





nearest tenth. 







TABLE E-mill 






7-8 Years Response 



Res-Donses 



Kean 



Percent 



1 . 

2c 

o 

k. 

5. 

6 . 

7. 

8 . 

9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 . 





1 


2 


3 


h 


5 




SA 


A 


u 


D 


5D 


Tobacco vs Drug use 


1 


0 


2 


0 


2 


3“^0 


20.0 


0.0 


"TjoT^ 


0.0 


Uo.o 


Drug Education; Void 


0 


1 


2 


r> 

C 


0 


3.20 


0.0 


20.0 


Uo.o 


Uo.o 


0.0 


Sec vs SL 


k 


1 


0 


0 


0 


1.20 


80.0 


20.0 


0.0 


o.c 


0.0 


Boy vs Girl 


0 


h 


0 


1 


0 


2.^0 


0.0 


80.0 


0.0 


20.0 


-G..0- 


Community Involvement 


0 


1 


0 


2 


2 


ii.OC 


0.0 


20.0 


0.0 


Uo.o 


Uo.o 


Below average Student 


0 


0 


0 


1 


U 


1..80 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


20.0 


80.C 


Experimentation 


1 


h 


0 


0 


0 


1.80 


20.0 


80.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0«0 


Studont Involvement 


1 


2 


0 


0 


2 


3.00 


20.0 


Uo.o 


0.0 


- 0.0 


Uo.o 


Easy Access 


0 


2 


0 


2 


1 


3»ko 


0.0 


li.0.0 


0.0 


6’UO.O' 


« 20.0 


Rebel?, ion 


1 


li 


0 


0 


0 


1.6o 


20.0 


8o.o 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


'■"Jhite vs Black 


0 


0 


3 


1 


1 


3.60 


0.0 


0.0 


60.0 


20.0 


20.0 


Sec & El vs Gol &: Uni 


0 


2 


2 


1 


0 


2.80 


0.0 


ii-Q.O 


uo.o 


20.0 


0.0 






1. Tobacco vs Utoig use 

2. Drug Education; Void 

3. Sec Ts El 
i|.. Boy vs Girl 

5. Coramunity Involvement 

6. Below average Student 

7. Sbcperimentation 

8. Student Involvement 
Easy Access 



9. 

10 . 

11 . 

12 , 



Rebellion 
^■ihite vs Black 
Sec & El vs Col & Uni 



TABLE E-miV 
9-10 Years Response* 
Mean 



0 

0 

3 

0 

0 

0 

1 

0 

0 

0 

0 

0 



2 

1 
0 
0 
0 
1 

2 
0 
1 
2 
1 
1 



Percent 



3 


u 


5 




SA 


A 


U 


D 


SD 


0 


0 


1 


3.00 


0.0 


66.7 


0.0 


0.6 


33*3 


0 


2 


0 


3.33 


0,0 


33.3 


0.0 


66,7 


0.0 


0 


0 


0 


1.00 


100.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


1 


2 


0 


3.67 


0.0 


0.0 


33.3 


66,7 


u.o 


1 


2 


0 


3.67 


0.0 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


0 


1 


1 


3.67 


0.0 


33.3 


0.0 


33.3 


33.3 


0 


0 


0 


1.67 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


0 


2 


1 


U.33 


0.0 


0.0 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0 


1 


1 


3*67 


0.0 


33.3 


0.0 


33.3 


33 i 3 


1 


0 


0 


2.33 


0.0 


66.7 


33.3 


0.0 


0.0 


2 


0 


0 


2.67 


0.0 


33.3 


66.7 


0.0 


0.0 


1 


1 


0 


3.00 


0.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


0.0 



*Some items do not i-,otal 100 since percentages vere rounded off to the nearest uenth. 



ERIC 






TmE s-mv 






Over 10 "^ears Response-^J- 



1 . Tobacco vs Dinig use 

2. Drug Education: Void 

3 . Sec vs 31 
I 4 ., Boy vs Girl 

5 . Gorvirunity Involvement 

6 . Below average Student 

7. S^erimentation 

8 . Student Involvement 

9. Easy Access 

10. Rebellion 

11. VJhite vs Black 

12. Sec & EL vs Col & Uni 



Responsss Mean 

1 2 3 It 5 

1 0 6 1 3.01 

1 5 It 2 5 3.29 

12 3 2 1 0 1.56 

1 7 7 2 1 2.72 

0 11 3 13 It. 56 

31068 3.83 
6 6 1 5 0 2.28 

1126 8 U .06 

U 7 3 U 0 2.39 

1 6 6 5 0 2.83 

1 1 7 5 it 3.56 

0 6 5 2 5 3.33 



Percent 



SA 


A 


U 


D 


22.2 


5.6 


0.0 


33.3 


5.9 


29 .lt 


23.5 


11.0 


66,7 


16.7 


11.1 


5c6 


5.6 


38*9 


38.9 


11.1 


0.0 


5.6 


5.6 


16.7 


16.7 


5.6 


0.0 


33.3 


33.3 


33.3 


5.6 


27.8 


5.6 


5.6 


11.1 


33.3 


22.2 


38.9 


16.7 


22.2 


5.6 


33.3 


33.3 


27.8 


5.6 


5.6 


38.9 


27.8 


0.0 


33.3 


27.8 


11.1 



^fSome items do not total I 8 ;, inc3 some participants did not re^ond ^d some 
not total 100 since percentages were rounded off to the nearest tenth. 




SD 

36 ^ 

29.lt 

0.0 

5.6 

72.7 

itit.it 

0.0 

ltli.it 

0.0 

0.0 

22.2 

27.8 

UJ 



56 



